APPENDIX W

Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses




Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

This appendix contains copies of the public comments received on the DEIS, as well as FERC’s responses

to these comments.

Note that some documents were filed with the FERC that contained additional

information that could be used to develop the FEIS, but which were not considered as direct comments on
the DEIS; these documents were used as applicable while developing the FEIS, but are not included in this
Appendix. The following table lists the public comments that were received on the DEIS, as well as the
accession number, date filed, and commenter’s name (when provided). The public comments themselves,
as well as FERC’s responses to these comments, can be found after the summary table.

Document ID Accession # (eLibrary) Filing Date (list agenc(;o:;mzni:earpplicable)

Applicants

AP1 | 20150213-5184(30167127) | 2/13/2015 | Pam Barnes, Pacific Connector

Companies and Organizations

co1 20141217-5037(29992120) | 12/17/2014 Southern Oregon Climate Action Now

C02 20150210-5151(30152965) | 2/10/2015 Richard K. Nawa, Staff Ecologist, Klamath
Siskiyou Wildlands Center

Cco3 20141222-0075(30011455) | 12/22/2014 | Joseph Patrick Quinn

Co4 20141222-5040(30006156) | 12/22/2014 | Chuck Erickson, Dir. Clam Diggers Association
of OR

CO5 20141224-0034(30026226) | 12/24/2014 Climate Crisis Working Group

COo6 20141230-5260(30022382) | 12/30/2014 | Western Environmental Law Center

Cco7 20150114-5226(30060056) | 1/14/2015 Kathleen M. Sgamma, Western Energy
Alliance

cos8 20150203-5164(30124572) | 2/3/2015 George Sexton, Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands
Center

Cco9 20150120-0007(30079021) | 1/16/2015 Save Our Rural Oregon

Cco10 20150126-0093(30096290) | 1/26/2015 Douglas County Global Warming Coalition

COo11 20150128-0024(30104833 | 1/28/2015 Ralph Browning
Jackson County Democrats

C012 20150212-5044(30159612) | 2/12/2015 North America's Building Trades Unions

Co13 20150212-5121(30162305) | 2/12/2015 Oregon Wild

CO014 20150212-5143(30163043) | 2/12/2015 Friends of the Earth

COo15 20150212-5199(30163854) | 2/12/2015 Colorado Oil and Gas Association

CO16 20150213-5032(30163957) | 2/12/2015 Green America

Cco17 20150213-5040(30163980) | 2/13/2015 Cascadia Wildlands

Cco18 20150213-5041(30163975) | 2/13/2015 Oregon Women's Land Trust

C019 20150212-0045(30165399) | 2/12/2015 Bay Clinic, LLP

C020 20150212-0059(30165425) | 2/12/2015 Save Our Rural Oregon

Cco21 20150213-5079(30165495) | 2/13/2015 Coast Range Forest Watch

C022 20150213-5099(30166115) | 2/13/2015 Southern Oregon Climate Action Now

Cco23 20150213-5318(30168013) | 2/13/2015 Kalmiopsis Audubon Society

C024 20150213-5158(30166574) | 2/13/2015 The League of Women Voters Rogue Valley

C025 20150213-0007(30167884) | 2/12/2015 Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center
(determined to be a duplicate letter of CO2)

CO26 20150213-5299(30167998) | 2/13/2015 Columbia Riverkeeper

C027 20150213-5194(30167338) | 2/13/2015 Northwest Industrial Gas Users

C028 20150213-5199(30167385) | 2/13/2015 Cascadia Forest Defenders
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Document ID Accession # (eLibrary)

Filing Date

Commenter
(list agency name if applicable)

C029 20150213-5276(30167945

2/13/2015

Pacific Crest Trail Association

C030 20150213-5214(30167413

2/13/2015

International Union of Operating Engineers

COo31 20150213-5222(30167492

2/13/2015

Center for Sustainable Economy

C032

2/13/2015

Seneca Jones Timber Company

C033 20150213-5311(30168002

2/13/2015

Our Children's Trust

)
)
)
20150213-5242(30167534)
)
)

CO34 20150213-5259(30167809

2/13/2015

The Western Environmental Law Center,
Sierra Club, Waterkeeper Alliance, Center for
Biological Diversity, Oregon Shores
Conservation Coalition, Umpqua
Watersheds, Cascadia Wildlands, Oregon
Wild, Crag Law Center, Pipeline Awareness
Southern Oregon, Southern Oregon Rural
Community Partnership, Bob Barker, Coast
Range Forest Watch, Rogue Climate, Rogue
Riverkeeper, Klamath Riverkeeper, Columbia
Riverkeeper, Food & Water Watch, Rogue
Flyfishers, Pacific Coast Federation of
Fishermen's Associations, Institute for
Fisheries Resources, 350EUGENE and
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center

CO35 20150217-5102(30168248)

2/13/2015

Jayson Wartnik, Coos-Curry Small
Woodlands Association

CO36 20150217-5148(30168439)

2/13/2015

John Mohlis (Oregon State Building and
Construction Trades Council)

Robert Westerman, Nelda Wilson, Doug
Tweedy, Al Shropshire, Joe Bowers, Lennie
Ellis, Jeff Gritz, John Candioto, Gary Young,
Brett Hinsley, Timothy Frew

Co37 20150217-5155(30168548)

2/13/2015

Fred Messerle and Sons INC

CO38 20150217-5101(30168246)

2/13/2015

Jeff Messerle, Vice President, Messerle &
Sons

C039 20150217-5145(30168435)

2/13/2015

Jody McCaffree, CALNG

C040 20150217-5154(30168542)

2/13/2015

Jason Messerle, Vice President, Messerle &
Sons

Federal Agency or Elected Official

FAl 20141229-0087(30026300)

12/19/2014

Ron Wyden, United States Senator

FA2 20150115-0026(30064961)

1/13/2015

John Barrasso, United States Senator;
Cynthia Lummis, U.S. Representative; Cory
Gardner, United States Senator; Scott
Tipton, U.S. Representative; Michael Enzi,
United States Senator; Doug Lamborn, U.S.
Representative; Orrin Hatch, United States
Senator; Mike Coffman, U.S. Representative;
Mike Lee, United States Senator; Rob Bishop,
U.S. Representative; Chris Stewart, U.S.
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Document ID Accession # (eLibrary) Filing Date . Commen-ter .
(list agency name if applicable)
Representative; Jason Chaffetz, U.S.
Representative; Ken Buck, U.S.
Representative; Mia Love U.S.
Representative
FA3 20150204-0013(30126643) | 2/3/2015 leffrey A. Merkley, United States Senator
FA4 20150204-0012(30128167) | 2/3/2015 Ron Wyden, United States Senator
FA5S 20150210-5154(30152999) | 2/11/2015 Palmer Jenkins, Deputy Regional Director
Planning and Resource Management for the
Parks Service
FA6 20150212-5113(30162239) | 2/12/2015 Environmental Protection Agency
FA7 20150213-5177(30167097) | 2/13/2015 Fish and Wildlife Service
Individual
IND1 20141120-5006(29931322) | 11/19/2014 | Tim Nebergall
IND2 20141208-0041(29962853) | 12/8/2014 Kathy Staley
IND3 20141222-5049(30006281) | 12/21/2014 | Jonathan Hanson
IND4 20141125-5212(29940982) | 11/25/2014 | Bayla Greenspoon
IND5 20141203-5015(29950575) | 12/3/2014 John Sodrel
IND6 20141110-5149(29909410) | 11/10/2014 | Don Ewing
IND7 20141218-5003(29994654) | 12/17/2014 Patricia Hine
INDS8 20141229-5062(30018436) | 12/29/2014 | Roberta Cade
IND9 20141201-5003(29944088) | 12/1/2014 Ryan Navickas
IND10 20141110-5041(29907776) | 11/9/2014 Pamela Driscoll
IND11 20141117-5014(29919899) | 11/15/2014 Nadya Hase
IND12 20141117-5023(29919917) | 11/16/2014 Lana Gold
IND13 20141117-5025(29919921) | 11/17/2014 | Byron Harmon
IND14 20141117-5110(29921894) | 11/17/2014 | Jackie Johnson
IND15 20141119-5003(29927789) | 11/18/2014 | Jain Elliot
IND16 20141120-0029(29931866) | 11/12/2014 Stephen Amy
IND17 20141120-5000(29931302) | 12/19/2014 Sheryl Kaplan
IND18 20141120-5003(29931310) | 11/19/2014 Kaseja Wilder
IND19 20150211-5135(30156294) | 2/11/2015 Mark Wall
IND20 20141124-5025(29934998) | 11/23/2014 Cheryl Robinson
IND21 20150211-5151(30156551) | 2/11/2015 Meggan H McLarrin
IND22 20150211-5154(30156655) | 2/11/2015 Dennis J Coplin Sr
IND23 20141124-5028(29935000) | 11/23/2014 Cheryl Robinson
IND24 20141125-5004(29938252) | 11/24/2014 Kai Forlie
IND25 20141125-5034(29938397) | 11/24/2014 Mark Sheldon
IND26 20141125-5273(29941298) | 11/25/2014 | Julie A Jennings
IND27 20141128-5007(29943241) | 11/27/2014 Mark Sheldon
IND28 20141201-0063(29947038) | 12/1/2014 Fredric ("Fred") L. Fleetwood
IND29 20141201-4011(29950447) | 12/1/2014 Kathi Windsor, David Schmidt
IND30 20150211-5163(30156914) | 2/11/2015 Maya Rommwatt
IND31 20141203-0021(29951763) | 12/3/2014 Tamaca Wyndham
IND32 20141204-5000(29953226) | 12/3/2014 Mary Sharon
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Document ID Accession # (eLibrary) Filing Date . Commen-ter .
(list agency name if applicable)
IND33 20141204-5005(29954494) | 12/3/2014 Leslie Burpo
IND34 20141204-5009(29953239) | 12/3/2014 Dawn M. Albanese
IND35 20141205-5154(29957498) | 12/5/2014 Jemma Crae
IND36 20141208-5033(29958707) | 12/6/2014 Mary DeMocker
IND37 20141208-5034(29958709) | 12/6/2014 Mary DeMocker
IND38 20141208-5043(29958727) | 12/6/2014 Barbara Dickinson
IND39 20141208-5051(29958743) | 12/6/2014 Gregory Zorn
IND40 20141208-5116(29958927) | 12/7/2014 Sylvia Yamada Ph.D.
IND41 20141209-5003(29962857) | 12/8/2014 Joshua Berger
IND42 20141209-5004(29962859) | 12/8/2014 Darly Morgan
IND43 20141209-5163(29966807) | 12/9/2014 John and Polly Wood
IND44 20141210-5003(29966968) | 12/9/2014 Michael Litt
IND45 20141210-5114(29970634) | 12/10/2014 Karl Poehleman
IND46 20141211-5000(29971450) | 12/10/2014 Conley Phillips
IND47 20150211-5164(30156931) | 2/11/2015 Shelly Fort
IND48 20141211-5002(29971475) | 12/10/2014 Connie Stopher
IND49 20141211-5010(29971488) | 12/11/2014 Dan Burke
IND50 20141211-5011(29971491) | 12/11/2014 Kaseja Wilder
IND51 20141211-5016(29971512) | 12/10/2014 Charles B. Miller, Ph.D, Prof. of
Oceanography Emeritus, Oregon State
University
IND52 20141211-5046(29971928) | 12/10/2014 | Tom Bender
IND53 20150212-5018(30158623) | 2/11/2015 Barbara Gimlin
IND54 20141211-5176(29976589) | 12/11/2014 | Jessica Eckhoff
IND55 20141212-5000(29976606) | 12/11/2014 | Vanessa Friedman
IND56 20141212-5017(29976683) | 12/11/2014 | Tom Bender
IND57 20141215-5000(29980470) | 12/12/2014 Robert Altaras
IND58 20141215-5010(29980490) | 12/13/2014 Curtis Clark
IND59 20141215-5013(29980496) | 12/13/2014 Michael Young
IND60O 20141215-5020(29980510) | 12/14/2014 Elise Haas
IND61 20141215-5244(29986555) | 12/15/2014 Chuck Erickson
IND62 20141216-0022(29991704) | 12/16/2014 Ron Sadler
IND63 20141217-5001(29991801) | 12/16/2014 | Joseph Viani
IND64 20141217-5003(29991824) | 12/16/2014 | Jen Anonia
IND65 20141217-5004(29991829) | 12/16/2014 | Jennifer Reed
IND66 20141217-5007(29991833) | 12/16/2014 Mercedes Lackey
IND67 20141217-5110(29993666) | 12/17/2014 | Joseph Bayley
IND68 20141217-5113(29993826) | 12/17/2014 Benton Elliott
IND69 20150211-5191(30157271) | 2/11/2015 Kelly Caldwell
IND70 20141217-5168(29994326) | 12/17/2014 | Rodney Bohner
IND71 20141218-5008(29994745) | 12/17/2014 Charles L Thomas
IND72 20141218-5009(29994747) | 12/17/2014 | Charles L Thomas
IND73 20141218-5046(29994881) | 12/17/2014 | Tom Bender
IND74 20141219-5176(30000530) | 12/19/2014 | Cynthia Care
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Document ID Accession # (eLibrary) Filing Date . Commen-ter .
(list agency name if applicable)

IND75 20141219-5259(30001677) | 12/19/2014 | Multiple signatures, see list of commenters

for IND75
IND76 20141222-0046(30015002) | 12/22/2014 | Laura Dorbuck
IND77 20141222-0076(30011454) | 12/22/2014 | Joseph Patrick Quinn
IND78 20141222-5050(30006275) | 12/22/2014 | Anonymous
IND79 20141224-0042(30026205) | 12/24/2014 | Jennina Crae
IND8O 20141224-5005(30015558) | 12/23/2014 | Tim Ryan
IND81 20141229-5000(30017831) | 12/26/2014 | Tim Ryan
IND82 20141229-5007(30017845) | 12/28/2014 | Sarah Shmigelsky
IND83 20141229-5008(30017847) | 12/28/2014 | Jim Britton
IND84 20141229-5009(30017849) | 12/28/2014 | Ervin and Mitzi Sulffridge
IND85 20141230-0036(30027105) | 12/30/2014 | Kay Kendall
IND86 20141230-5001(30020265) | 12/30/2014 | Ryan Navickas
IND87 20141230-5062(30021098) | 12/30/2014 | John Stadter
IND88 20141230-5079(30021206) | 12/30/2014 Paul Ancell
IND89 20141231-5001(30022511) | 12/30/2014 | Janet levins
IND9O 20150102-5005(30026350) | 1/1/2015 J Kreuzer
IND91 20150102-5006(30026352) | 1/1/2015 John & Arlene Stiff
IND92 20150102-5008(30026356) | 1/1/2015 Gerald Notch
IND93 20150102-5010(30026360) | 1/1/2015 Mary S Neuendorf
IND94 20150105-5007(30030596) | 1/3/2015 Frances Rominski
IND95 20150105-5008(30030598) | 1/3/2015 Gail Roudebush
IND96 20150106-5005(30034436) | 1/5/2015 John Dailey
IND97 20150106-5119(30035635) | 1/6/2015 Terry Brown
IND98 20150107-5015(30036813) | 1/7/2015 Tim Ryan
IND99 20150107-0009(30040381) | 1/7/2015 Darlene Seffani
IND100 20150107-0014(30040691) | 1/7/2015 lere Rosemeyer
IND102 20150112-5044(30048093) | 1/12/2015 Emmalyn Garrett
IND103 20150112-5036(30048077) | 1/12/2015 Mary Curtis
IND104 20150112-5026(30048057) | 1/11/2015 Karol Strane
IND105 20150112-5021(30048047) | 1/10/2015 Tom Hall
IND106 20150113-5081(30054027) | 1/13/2015 Tim Latendresse
IND107 20150114-5038(30055827) | 1/14/2015 Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas; James

Venart, University of New Brunswick
IND108 20150112-0058(30060030) | 1/12/2015 V.N. Syverson
IND109 20150112-0056(30060087) | 1/12/2015 James S. Hutchinson
IND110 20150112-0057(30060094) | 1/12/2015 Cynthia D. Lord
IND111 20150115-0013(30064973) | 1/15/2015 Gary Woodring
IND112 20150115-5005(30060492) | 1/15/2015 Tim Ryan
IND113 20150116-0018(30073087) | 1/16/2015 NA
IND114 20150116-0019(30073090) | 1/16/2015 | Janet Ryall
IND115 20150120-5201(30074656) | 1/20/2015 Curtis and Melissa Pallin
IND116 20150120-5091(30073551) | 1/20/2015 Alice Goodman
IND117 20150120-5090(30073549) | 1/20/2015 Craig Stillwell
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IND118 20150120-5062(30073493) | 1/20/2015 Cindy Boersma
IND119 20150120-5014(30073397) | 1/20/2015 Dee Perez
IND120 20150121-5097(30083969) | 1/21/2015 | Debbie Kappel
IND121 20150122-0031(30088692) | 1/22/2015 Katy Mallams
IND122 20150123-5190(30092100) | 1/23/2015 Bill Walsh
IND123 20150126-5047(30092456) | 1/25/2015 Julia Sommer
IND124 20150126-5067(30092496) | 1/25/2015 Karol Strane
IND125 20150126-5069(30092500) | 1/26/2015 Tom Martin
IND126 20150120-0136(30094851) | 1/20/2015 Evalyn Lemon
IND127 20150120-0140(30094856) | 1/20/2015 Richard Turner
IND128 20150126-0099(30096297) | 1/26/2015 Larry Thompson
IND129 20150126-0100(30096351) | 1/26/2015 Charlotte Hennessy
IND130 20150127-5012(30096516) | 1/26/2015 Mark Sheldon, Phil Hall, Owen Schmidt
IND131 20150127-5020(30096915) | 1/27/2015 Paul Watte
IND132 20150127-0052(30100676) | 1/27/2015 Nora Kelly Barker
IND133 20150120-0142(30094859) | 1/20/2015 Karen Cutler
IND134 20150127-5229(30100786) | 1/27/2015 Mike Kelley
IND135 20150128-0031(30104992) | 1/28/2015 K.B. Seich
IND136 20150128-0032(30104997) | 1/28/2015 Frank A. Harvey
IND137 20150129-5011(30105449) | 1/28/2015 Stacey Mclaughlin
IND138 20150129-5019(30105477) | 1/28/2015 Jean Stalcup
IND139 20150202-5003(30113782) | 1/30/2015 Anne Steine
IND140 20150202-5007(30113790) | 1/31/2015 Kaseja Wilder
IND141 20150202-5015(30113806) | 1/31/2015 Linda Fuller
IND142 20150202-5029(30113833) | 2/1/2015 Marguerite
IND143 20150202-5031(30113838) | 2/1/2015 Jill Whelchel
IND144 20150202-5086(30114043) | 1/30/2015 Jean Stalcup
IND145 20150202-5139(30117461) | 2/2/2015 Kyle Latta
IND146 20150202-5141(30117934) | 2/2/2015 Tim Huntley
IND147 20150202-5143(30117935) | 2/2/2015 Kyle Latta
IND148 20150202-5142(30117933) | 2/2/2015 Tim Huntley
IND149 20150202-5144(30117937) | 2/2/2015 Tim Huntley
IND150 20150202-5207(30118667) | 2/2/2015 Jake Sweet
IND151 20150211-5200(30157396) | 2/11/2015 David McAlaster
IND152 20150202-5259(30119212) | 2/2/2015 Rishia Mitchell
IND153 20150202-5267(30119165) | 2/2/2015 Rishia Mitchell
IND154 20150202-5270(30119179) | 2/2/2015 Kimberly Payne
IND155 20150202-5271(30119182) | 2/2/2015 Kimberly Payne
IND156 20150203-5003(30119361) | 2/2/2015 Archina and Jim Davenport
IND157 20150202-0096(30119297) | 2/2/2015 Randy Turner and Sandra Medina
IND158 20150202-0097(30119296) | 2/2/2015 Kris Bennett
IND159 20150203-5009(30119373) | 2/2/2015 Elaine Fischer
IND160 20150203-5012(30119379) | 2/2/2015 Michael W Evans
IND161 20150203-5013(30119381) | 2/3/2015 William Toner
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IND162 20150203-5015(30119385) | 2/3/2015 Jim Warzala
IND163 20150203-5017(30119389) | 2/3/2015 Zechariah
IND164 20150203-5058(30119827) | 2/3/2015 Kian Daniel
IND165 20150203-5071(30121366) | 2/3/2015 Laura Herndon
IND166 20150203-0012(30122198) | 2/3/2015 Susan Bizeau
IND167 20150203-0031(30124028) | 2/3/2015 Barbara Gurschke
IND168 20150203-0033(30124318) | 2/3/2015 Pamela Fitzpatrick
IND169 20150203-0032(30124382) | 2/3/2015 M.R. Buddenhagen
IND170 20150204-5001(30124507) | 2/3/2015 M. Lee Zucker
IND171 20150204-5003(30124511) | 2/3/2015 Martha Clemons
IND172 20150204-5004(30124513) | 2/3/2015 Tracie L Skinner
IND173 20150204-5005(30124515) | 2/3/2015 Tracie L Skinner
IND174 20150204-5011(30124527) | 2/4/2015 Barbara Mendelsohn
IND175 20150204-5021(30124678) | 2/3/2015 Bob Barker
IND176 20150204-5122(30129867) | 2/4/2015 Nicholas Nelson
IND177 20150204-5158(30130248) | 2/4/2015 John Knutson
IND178 20150204-0016(30130153) | 2/4/2015 Susan Applegate
IND179 20150204-5152(30130187) | 2/4/2015 Ron Kutch
IND180 20150204-5159(30130250) | 2/4/2015 Ron Kutch
IND181 20150205-5000(30130252) | 2/4/2015 Kevin Carr
IND182 20150205-5001(30130282) | 2/4/2015 Barbara Butler
IND183 20150205-5003(30130289) | 2/4/2015 Leslie Burpo
IND184 20150106-0038(30036740) | 1/2/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND185 20150106-0040(30036737) | 1/5/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND186 20150106-0041(30036730) | 1/5/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND187 20150106-0039(30036734) | 1/5/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND188 20150106-0043(30035230) | 1/5/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND189 20150205-5009(30130304) | 2/4/2015 Kelly O'Hanley
IND190 20150205-5064(30133225) | 2/5/2015 Michael Shott
IND191 20150211-5262(30158464) | 2/11/2015 Sean Watts
IND192 20150205-5066(30133232) | 2/5/2015 Michael Shott
IND193 20150205-5141(30134565) | 2/5/2015 Christine Landucci
IND194 20150205-5154(30134770) | 2/5/2015 Doug Viner
IND195 20150205-5179(30135166) | 2/5/2015 Chris Peach
IND196 20150205-5181(30135794) | 2/5/2015 Jim L Tucker
IND197 20150205-5182(30135838) | 2/5/2015 Jim L Tucker
IND198 20150205-5184(30136412) | 2/5/2015 Michael ] McCumiskey
IND199 20150205-5185(30136415) | 2/5/2015 Michael ] McCumiskey
IND200 20150206-5011(30136476) | 2/5/2015 Beth Gipson
IND201 20150206-5002(30136477) | 2/5/2015 Beth Gipson
IND202 20150206-5003(30136494) | 2/5/2015 Angela van Patten
IND203 20150206-5008(30136505) | 2/5/2015 Mathew Goergen
IND204 20150206-5013(30136515) | 2/6/2015 Carol N Doty
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IND205 20150206-5040(30136699) | 2/3/2015 Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas, James
Venart, University of New Brunswick
IND206 20150206-5051(30138584) | 2/6/2015 Ed Cooley
IND207 20150206-5015(30139131) | 2/6/2015 Rudy
IND208 20150211-5231(30158209) | 2/11/2015 Janis Lloyd
IND209 20150206-5110(30139184) | 2/6/2015 Denny S Emerson
IND210 20150206-5112(30139209) | 2/6/2015 Denny S Emerson
IND211 20150206-5123(30139258) | 2/6/2015 Ron K Strauser
IND212 20150206-5124(30139260) | 2/6/2015 Ron K Strauser
IND213 20150206-5126(30139324) | 2/6/2015 Reitha Jacobs
IND214 20150206-0007(30139642) | 2/6/2015 Gail Pearlman
IND215 20150206-0010(30139688) | 2/6/2015 Kate Geary
IND216 20150206-0011(30139678) | 2/6/2015 Sophia Bogle
IND217 20150206-0009(30139680) | 2/6/2015 Polly Eliott
IND218 20150206-5164(30140299) | 2/6/2015 Theresa Haga
IND219 20150206-5165(30140673) | 2/6/2015 Theresa Haga
IND220 20150206-5182(30140734) | 2/6/2015 Maryann Rohrer
IND221 20150206-5181(30140713) | 2/6/2015 Maryann Rohrer
IND222 20150206-5175(30140704) | 2/6/2015 Maryann Rohrer
IND223 20150206-0008(30140907) | 2/6/2015 Wendy Eppinger
IND224 20150206-5196(30141586) | 2/6/2015 Dianne Ensign
IND225 20150209-5005(30142136) | 2/7/2015 Juli Hosking
IND226 20150209-5006(30142139) | 2/7/2015 James S. Fereday
IND227 20150212-5000(30158524) | 2/11/2015 Lisa Childs
IND228 20150209-5008(30142142) | 2/7/2015 Sheryl Kaplan
IND229 20150209-5012(30142150) | 2/7/2015 Pamela Plummer
IND230 20150212-5001(30158531) | 2/11/2015 Timm A Slater
IND231 20150209-5015(30142156) | 2/7/2015 Chistine Landucci
IND232 20150209-5016(30142158) | 2/7/2015 Richard F. Knablin
IND233 20150209-5019(30142164) | 2/7/2015 Dick Goergen
IND234 20150209-5022(30142170) | 2/7/2015 Richard Todd Goergen
IND235 20150209-5023(30142172) | 2/7/2015 Beth Goergen
IND236 20150209-5032(30142190) | 2/8/2015 Melinda Grant
IND237 20150209-5035(30142196) | 2/8/2015 Harriet Hodgkin
IND238 20150209-5036(30142198) | 2/8/2015 Helen Lottridge
IND239 20150209-5043(30142198) | 2/9/2015 Ann McMann
IND240 20150209-5044(30142214) | 2/9/2015 Annette Bridges
IND241 20150209-5061(30142365) | 2/6/2015 Kristine Cooper Cates
IND242 2015-50680209(30142387) | 2/8/2015 Janet Stoffel
IND243 20150212-5011(30158606) | 2/11/2015 Betty McRoberts
IND244 20150209-5073(30142396) | 2/8/2015 Joyce and Paul Chapman
IND245 20150209-5075(30142401) | 2/8/2015 Dr. Jan Hodder
IND246 20150212-5013(30158610) | 2/12/2015 Corine Whittemore
IND247 20150209-5085(30142911) | 2/9/2015 Michael Grayhbill
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IND248 20150205-5215(30136465) | 2/5/2015 Marilyn Bailey
IND249 20150209-5094(30143974) | 2/9/2015 Kerry Holman
IND250 20150209-5139(30146557) | 2/9/2015 Margaret Ryan
IND251 20150209-5167(30147507) | 2/9/2015 Christine Frazer
IND252 20150209-0076(30147792) | 2/9/2015 Peg Martin
IND253 20150209-0077(30147795) | 2/9/2015 Katherine E.E. Hunt
IND254 20150209-5180(30147654) | 2/9/2015 Edgar E. Grant
IND255 20150209-5192(30147934) | 2/9/2015 Maryann Rohrer
IND256 20150209-0078(30148096) | 2/9/2015 Elizabeth P. Roseburg
IND257 20150209-0084(30148121) | 2/9/2015 Debra Sheetz
IND258 20150209-5208(30148108) | 2/9/2015 Vince Lang
IND259 20150209-0086(30148366) | 2/9/2015 John Clarke
IND260 20150217-5016(30168061) | 2/13/2015 Gary Young
IND261 20150209-0088(30148358) | 2/9/2015 Roxann Prazniak
IND262 20150209-0063(30148388) | 2/9/2015 Douglas L Roberts
IND263 20150209-0067(30148395) | 2/9/2015 Eilizabeth Snyder
IND264 20150211-5230(30158196) | 2/11/2015 Nolan D. Lloyd
IND265 20150210-5002(30148378) | 2/10/2015 Randy W. Kephart
IND266 20150209-0061(30148390) | 2/9/2015 Jeff Kassman
IND267 20150209-0062(30148349) | 2/9/2015 Eugene Scott
IND268 20150210-5005(30148404) | 2/10/2015 Patricia Ann Watterson
IND269 20150210-5006(30148406) | 2/9/2015 Randy W. Kephart
IND270 20150210-5007(30148408) | 2/9/2015 Mickael
IND271 20150210-5012(30148418) | 2/9/2015 Jane Mara
IND272 20150210-5036(30149086) | 2/9/2015 Marcella and Alan Laudani
IND273 20150210-5201(30153534) | 2/10/2015 Diane M Crawford
IND274 20150209-0016(30153586) | 2/9/2015 John Allcott, MD
IND275 20150209-0017(30153588) | 2/9/2015 Joanna Castro
IND276 20150210-5216(30153610) | 2/10/2015 Maya Watts
IND277 20150210-5217(30153611) | 2/10/2015 Sharon Rickman
IND278 20150210-5218(30153614) | 2/10/2015 Dawn R Granger
IND279 20150209-0018(30153627) | 2/9/2015 Dana P. Stone, Roshanna Stone
IND280 20150209-0019(30153629) | 2/9/2015 Deborah Leff
IND281 20150209-0026(30153635) | 2/9/2015 Tara Hanson
IND282 20150209-0027(30153636) | 2/9/2015 Anne Stein
IND283 20150209-0030(30153643) | 2/9/2015 Trish Haas
IND284 20150211-5005(30153663) | 2/10/2015 Dee Packard
IND285 20150211-5009(30153671) | 2/11/2015 Chris Andreea
IND286 20150211-5007(30153667) | 2/11/2015 Sandra Duncan
IND287 20150211-5012(30153677) | 2/11/2015 Renee Cote
IND288 20150209-0037(30154788) | 2/9/2015 Sarita Lief
IND289 20150210-0025(30154815) | 2/10/2015 Carol Sanders
IND290 20150210-0041(30151235) | 2/10/2015 Robert O. Clark
IND291 20150211-5110(30155642) | 2/11/2015 Gary Moore
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IND292 20150211-5114(30155651) | 2/11/2015 Zack Culver

IND293 20150211-5118(30155762) | 2/11/2015 Jack

IND294 20150212-5004(30158592) | 2/11/2015 Jen Velinty

IND295 20150212-5010(30158604) | 2/11/2015 Brenda Schweitzer

IND296 20150212-5026(30158663) | 2/11/2015 Ron Foord

IND297 20150212-5027(30158666) | 2/11/2015 Nova and Ellen Lovell

IND298 20150212-5033(30158743) | 2/12/2015 Scott McKay

IND299 20150209-0105(30161464) | 2/9/2015 Paul Barker

IND300 20150209-0106(30161460) | 2/9/2015 Robert and Jean Pollock

IND301 20150211-0033(30161411) | 2/11/2015 [no name provided]

IND302 20150211-0034(30161445) | 2/11/2015 Susan Delles

IND303 20150212-5090(30161404) | 2/12/2015 Thomas C. Burdett

IND304 20150212-5091(30161440) | 2/11/2015 Amy Levin

IND305 20150212-5094(30161467) | 2/12/2015 Augustin A Moses

IND306 20152012-5095(30161478) | 2/12/2015 Don Canavan

IND307 20150210-5106(30161649) | 2/12/2015 Maryann Rohrer

IND308 20150211-0031(30162526) | 2/11/2015 Bruce Bauer

IND309 20150211-0015(30162530) | 2/11/2015 Howard Paine

IND310 20150212-5137(30162742) | 2/12/2015 Johanna Harman

IND311 20150211-0020(30163221) | 2/11/2015 Connie J. Harris

IND312 20150211-0021(30163230) | 2/11/2015 Hayward Webster

IND313 20150211-0023(30163232) | 2/11/2015 Ms. Lorna Hayden, Douglas County
Democratic Party

IND314 20150212-5185(30163822) | 2/12/2015 Kyle Ward

IND315 20150212-5193(30163849) | 2/12/2015 Barbara Gimlin

IND316 20150213-5000(30163879) | 2/12/2015 Kelly Flenniken

IND317 20150213-5002(30163882) | 2/12/2015 Duane Doyle, Jr.

IND318 20150213-5003(30163884) | 2/12/2015 William Rohrer

IND319 20150213-5004(30163886) | 2/12/2015 Susan Bizeau

IND320 20150213-5005(30163888) | 2/12/2015 Janice C. Williams

IND321 20150213-5007(30163892) | 2/12/2015 Michele R Hampton

IND322 20150213-5008(30163894) | 2/12/2015 Michele R Hampton

IND323 20150213-5009(30163896) | 2/12/2015 Bill Walsh

IND324 20150213-5016(30163910) | 2/12/2015 Beverly Segner

IND325 20150213-5018(30163914) | 2/13/2015 Diane and David Bilderback

IND326 20150213-5017(30163912) | 2/13/2015 Scott Swindells

IND327 20150213-5019(30163916) | 2/13/2015 Pamela B Ordway

IND328 20150213-5020(30163918) | 2/13/2015 Pamela B Ordway

IND329 20150213-5021(30163920) | 2/13/2015 Alexis S Reed

IND330 20150213-5023(30163924) | 2/13/2015 Paula Yablonski

IND331 20150213-5024(30163926) | 2/13/2015 Maria Farinacci

IND332 20150213-5022(30163922) | 2/13/2015 Neal Hadley

IND333 20150213-5039(30163974) | 2/13/2015 Stacy MclLaughlin

IND334 20150213-5042(30163976) | 2/13/2015 Bill Gow
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IND335 20150213-5045(30163986) | 2/12/2015 Shirley Weathers, PhD.
IND336 20150213-5076(30165478) | 2/13/2015 Jeanie Jenks
IND337 20150213-5082(30165700) | 2/13/2015 Mary Ann Hansen
IND338 20150213-5086(30165709) | 2/13/2015 Beverly Segner
IND339 20150213-5091(30166098) | 2/13/2015 | Torrey Byles
IND340 20150213-5116(30166316) | 2/13/2015 John Schofield
IND341 20150213-5117(30166375) | 2/13/2015 Mark Robinowitz
IND342 20150213-5121(30166386) | 2/13/2015 Mark D. Burnap
IND343 20150213-5125(30166400) | 2/13/2015 Diane Shockey
IND344 20150213-5127(30166406) | 2/13/2015 Bonnie Joyce
IND345 20150213-5128(30166411) | 2/13/2015 Richard T Goergen
IND346 20150213-5135(30166425) | 2/13/2015 Curtis Pallin
IND347 20150217-5025(30168079) | 2/13/2015 Elsan Zimmerly
IND348 20150213-5139(30166435) | 2/13/2015 R. Scott Jerger, Field Jerger LLP
IND349 20150213-5144(30166465) | 2/13/2015 Multiple Commenters
IND350 20150213-5151(30166488) | 2/13/2015 Lynn Hoot-Schofield
IND351 20150213-5156(30166497) | 2/13/2015 Jennifer Van Datta
IND352 20150213-0010(30167657) | 2/13/2015 Julie Correla
IND353 20150213-0012(30167452) | 2/13/2015 Richard Knablin
IND354 20150213-5163(30166753) | 2/13/2015 multiple copies of form letter with different
signatures
IND355 20150213-5167(30166924) | 2/13/2015 Paul M.Washburn
IND356 20150213-5170(30167070) | 2/13/2015 David Schneider
IND357 20150213-5176(30167101) | 2/13/2015 Vanya Sloan
IND358 20150213-5183(30167113) | 2/13/2015 Sarah Anderson
IND359 20150213-5185(30167129) | 2/13/2015 Paul M.Washburn
IND360 20150213-5197(30167370) | 2/13/2015 Jan Waitt
IND361 20150213-5207(30167396) | 2/13/2015 Rick E Skinner
IND362 20150213-5216(30167415) | 2/13/2015 Robyn Janssen
IND363 20150213-5218(30167433) | 2/13/2015 Annice O Black
IND364 20150213-5241(30167535) | 2/13/2015 Natalie DeNault, (MoveOn.org)
IND365 20150213-5248(30167681) | 2/13/2015 Annice O Black
IND366 20150213-5257(30167807) | 2/13/2015 Olena Black
IND367 20150213-5255(30167787) | 2/13/2015 Ron Steffens
IND368 20150213-5262(30167889) | 2/13/2015 Jenny Council
IND369 20150213-0034(30168038) | 2/13/2015 Renee Cote
IND370 20150213-0035(30168041) | 2/13/2015 Marianne Moskowitz
IND371 20150213-5264(30167912) | 2/13/2015 Wim de Vriend
IND372 20150213-5266(30167917) | 2/13/2015 Olena Black
IND373 20150213-5275(30167939) | 2/13/2015 Johanna Harman
IND374 20150213-5303(30167991) | 2/13/2015 Susan Aufderheide
IND375 20150213-5291(30167982) | 2/13/2015 Jeff Harms
IND376 20150213-5316(30168010) | 2/13/2015 N/A
IND377 20150213-5328(30168019) | 2/13/2015 Erich Reeder
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IND378 20150213-5329(30168020) | 2/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

IND379 20150217-5149(30168440) | 2/13/2015 Julian Bell MD

IND380 20150217-5001(30168026) | 2/13/2015 Bruce Cambell

IND381 20150217-5004(30168029) | 2/13/2015 Richard Harrington

IND382 20150217-5009(30168047) | 2/13/2015 Tonia Moro

IND383 20150217-5011(30168051) | 2/13/2015 | Kathy Ryan

IND384 20150217-5010(30168050) | 2/13/2015 Mary Jo Hoftiezer

IND385 20150217-5012(30168053) | 2/13/2015 Joseph W. Fox

IND386 20150217-5013(30168055) | 2/13/2015 Dr. Theodora Tsongas

IND387 20150217-5014(30168057) | 2/13/2015 Jade Severson

IND388 20150217-5020(30168069) | 2/13/2015 Jason Wellman

IND389 20150217-5021(30168071) | 2/13/2015 Erin O'Kelly

IND390 20150217-5023(30168075) | 2/13/2015 Anna Fay Putman

IND391 20150217-5024(30168077) | 2/13/2015 Henry W. Newhouse

IND392 20150217-5156(30168551) | 2/13/2015 Karen Solomon

IND393 20150217-5168(30168564) | 2/13/2015 Dave and Emily McGriff

IND394 20150217-5170(30168601) | 2/13/2015 John Muenchrath

Local Agencies and Governments

LAl 20141229-0013(30022569) | 12/29/2014 | Theresa Cook, MAS, AAE, Executive Director,
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport

Native American Tribes

NA1 20150211-5015(30153700) | 2/10/2015 Daniel Courtney, Cow Creek Band of
Umpqua Tribe of Indians

NA2 20150217-5143(30168419) | 2/13/2015 Alexis Barry, Tribal Administrator
Confederated Tribes of the Coos, Lower
Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians

Public Meeting

PM1 20141224-4003(30022540) | 12/24/2014 Multiple Commenters

PM?2 20150113-4006(30055308) | 1/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

PM3 20150113-4002(30054777) | 1/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

PM4 20150113-4003(30055301) | 1/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

PM5 20150113-4005(30055297) | 1/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

PM6 20150113-4007(30055304) | 1/13/2015 Multiple Commenters

State Agency or Elected Official

SA1 20150213-5038(30163972) | 2/12/2015 Richard Whitman (collective comments from
the State of Oregon)
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2:15:30 M APPLICANTS

I AP1 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, Pam Barnes
Pacific
Connector

GAS PIPELINE

Fam Bames Williams Facific Connector
Project Manager - Business Development Gas Operator, LLC

Phone (B01) SB4-685T P.O. Box SEOM)

FAX: (801) 584-7764 Salt Lake City, UT 841550900

February 13, 2015

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  Pacific Cormector Gas Pipeline, LP
Comments to DEIS
Docket No. CP13-492

Dear Ms. Bose:

Williams Pacific Connector Gas Operator LLC (“Williams Pacific Connector™), acting as the
Engineering, Procurement and Construction Management contractor, on behalf of Pacific
Connector Gas Pipeline LP (“Pacific Connector™), submits its comments to the draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Jordan Cove Energy Project and Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline Project issued on November 7, 2014.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Pam Barnes

Pam Barnes

Attachment
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Continued, page 2 of 48

AP1

o

Text is written as appropriate for specific

Comment noted.

AP1-1

Text is written as appropriate for specific

resources and discussions. No change made.
Text is written as appropriate for specific

resources and discussions. No change made.
Text is written as appropriate for specific

resources and discussions. No change made.

resources and discussions. No change made.
Comment noted. No change made.

Based on FERC's analysis, approximately 5.2 acres of forested
wetlands would be affected in the long-term (as these are forested

impacts to forested wetlands is beyond the 1.48 acres of wetlands

wetlands and the restoration of these habitats would be long term;
see Table 4.4.3.2-1 of the EIS). As a result, the extent of long-term
in the permanent ROW (as listed in the applicant's comments).
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Continued, page 3 of 48

AP1

Gl

bleg¥

Text has been corrected.

AP1-10

referring the off-site mitigation actions that the BLM and Forest

Service have proposed as part of their compensatory mitigation
mitigation actions that are in the BLM and Forest Service

The terms "Design Features" and "project Requirements"” are used
by the BLM and Forest Service to refer to on-site measures that are
taken to avoid or reduce project effects. These on-site measures are
contained in the Plans of Development. These terms and are not
plans that are included in Appendix F. The words Mitigation or
Mitigation Actions are commonly used to refer to the off-site
compensatory mitigation plans. The text in the FEIS has been
amended to clarify this.

The text in the FEIS has been edited to reflect this section is

i N
- A
— —
o o
< <

referring to the off-site mitigation actions in the compensatory

mitigation plans proposed by the BLM and FS.

Text has been corrected.

As shown in Figure 3.4-7, the

Table 3.4.2.6-1 on page 3-40 compares the Northern Spotted Owl
Nest Patch Alternative Routes.

Proposed route and the alternative route are spaced widely apart.
We will check on the number of sites; however, we do not see how
both routes could cross the same 3 known cultural sites. Also, note

This will be resolved in the FEIS.

Change made as requested.
Information has been added.

AP1-13
AP1-14
AP1-15
AP1-16
AP1-17

Z

the requirement in section 4.11.3.2 that pacific Connector produce

a detailed site-specific avoidance and protection plan.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 4 of 48

AP1

Change made as requested.

AP1-18

Hydro-

Hydro-feature

There are four perennial stream crossings in the East Fork of Cow

Creek. Hydro-feature C, G, J and K are perennial.
N is a perennial stream that becomes intermittent at the point of

crossing because of a permanent upstream diversion.
Table 2.4.8.1-4 in Appendix J. The number of streams crossed has

feature N is treated as an intermittent stream in this analysis. See
been corrected in the FEIS.

The 450 acres is derived from the original proposal of the net
amount of matrix acres that would be reallocate to LSR on the Coos
Bay District. These acre figures do not include the acres that are

Change made as requested.
Change made as requested.

o o o o~
AR o
o o o o
o o o o
<< < <

The current

proposal in the DEIS discloses that there are 998 acres of matrix
land that would be reallocated to mapped LSR 261 on the Coos Bay
District. However based on more recent MAMU surveys and the
best available information, only 387 (previously 450) of those acres
are outside of unmapped LSR. Although these 387 acres also

contain some areas that are classified as riparian reserves it would

be expected that acquired lands would also contain riparian areas
determined those acres would then provide a basis for acquiring

completed and the net amount of matrix lands reallocated is
comparable lands.

that would be classified as riparian reserves. Once final surveys are

unmapped LSR and are part of the timber base.

The 409 acres is derived from the net amount of matrix acres that

would be reallocated to LSR on the Roseburg District. These acre
figures do not include acres of unmapped LSR and are part of the

timber base.

™
N
—
o
<

There are no known occupied sites of MAMU

currently on these lands. Although these 409 acres also contain
some areas that are classified as riparian reserves it would be
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expected that acquired lands would also contain riparian areas that

would be classified as riparian reserves. Once the final net amount

of matrix lands reallocated is determined those acres would then

provide a basis for acquiring comparable lands.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 5 of 48

AP1

Lidv _

ST _

Consistency with the ACS is a finding made in the Record of

AP1-24

Decision for a project, based on evidence presented in the FEIS.
Although the ACS as a specific requirement does not apply on
Service must consider the cumulative effect of an action when
Oregon, the Forest Service and BLM would not have sufficient
evidence to support a finding of compliance with the Clean Water

making a finding of consistency with the ACS. That would include
for the project. Without the necessary permits from the State of

private lands, the Clean Water Act does, and the BLM and Forest
the portions of the project on private lands. When issuing a ROD,
the Forest Service and BLM must also find that the agency action
complies with all applicable laws and regulations. That includes
compliance with the Clean Water Act on public lands, as
demonstrated by the State of Oregon issuing the necessary permits

contribute to the intent of the sentence: "to install the pipeline

which technology would be used at the crossings. The addition of
more specific text regarding one of the crossings does not

No change made. The existing DEIS is non-specific regarding
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The text has been revised to only identify the sites where the

pipeline is not presently planned to avoid the liquefiable soils.

Change made as requested.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 6 of 48

AP1

Gty

SE-dv

The paragraph has been deleted to address the case that the

AP1-33

The

section goes on to describe the more detailed analysis of high risk
crossings including field data collection and engineering analysis.

reflect that ground-based
Therefore, no change was made to this sentence.

reconnaissance was performed for the two moderate risk landslides

revised to
that are the subject of this discussion.

liquefaction issues for Hayes Inlet were already addressed in the
section discussion.
crossings which is correctly stating that a determination was made

The text has been revised for consistency with the latest seismic
The sentence is introducing the initial risk analysis for stream

geotechnical study was performed for the old route and that
information and approach to mitigation.

through evaluations of aerial photographs and GIS data.

The text has been

The paragraph has been revised to clarify that the primary source
of information is from STATSGO and SSURGO data.

STATSGO was changed to SSURGO in the sentence.

Change made as requested.

< L [(e] N~ xR O
@ P ¥ A
i — i i —
o o o [a o o
< < < < < <
§

Anod yewey

Jo ped WeYINOS 8U) U SUISEE PUR SASR BISEUS PUE YIEWETY BY| -

pue|

‘SIS0U04 [BUDIRN BLIALIM PLR Jarry enBoy ey} jo sucilod pue salunos
ypewery pue uosyaer Buipniau) suRunop epeases pue adwio ayj «
Eaind [Ruohen

1anpy anBay sy Jo suojped pue *|sa104 [euopen enbdwp) ay) sagunoD)

uoj29s S130

“aunjadid ay) jo ypou ajw | Ajewpxodde pajesc] 5 | YW uosyaer pue seiBnog yo suepod Buipniau) ealy AyupL -nokNsis ay) + 905 ¢
SuUlRIUNOY SpRISED PUR dWhD sy) 55003 JoU pinow sujjadid sy :fqunag sefinog Jo suojuod pue Aunos, e
5002 Buipnpu) skajep pue ' syiood "sbiuey 15803 JyPEd UHON 8u) «
“funo3 seoD)
uy eaue fEeg S007 PUR 1580 JUR ) Buipnpul e samuds ey By -
SSWHTIIN aAY)
55013 pince ajncs suliadid eyl (9002 SOUNI (SWy W) seany 22inosey
pue Jofepy pue susiBay aaunosay pue SIEN AUl o) Bupioaay)
. ‘sa|pe) puncifanoqe pasodod pue
says Ayjey punoubanoge| . . |
12 pue aunadid pasodosd aul £q PSSOII 0IF JRU] SUOHRIOSSE, »mwhooom«Nw_Mw_w“_oMM_“._m._Wh_._uu_””w”_w_.u_.sﬁwcnuu“n__wmm:hﬂﬂ“omm”w_h“ S0 o
155 BU1 JO SUBEUISAR BRIAGIY O] PISN DM BIRP OSHNSS) TeF
ou1 Ui pordng3 ‘sEanns 105 ANnoa SOMN Wy sdew euoiay| 20 PINGH JBUT SUCII0SSE (105 Ul Jo SUGIKI2S3P apiAaid 0] pasn aiav
BIEP OOSLYLS U} PUB SFanns 105 Aunce SouN woy sdew eugBey
“@0)ues |59404 au isnf joul
*shanins 1105 ay) i@ ® 5N JOJIBLLGT HYIIR
NES Y| 119 J0) OSUNSS PUR ODELYLE PASN JORsUUSD 2R d (BZLOZ SoMM) SUDIRIWISSE 105 (DOMNSS) eseqeeq a08F
(paIEpUN 'SOUN) sudesboes fanng 105 pue (0DS1¥LS) ssequeq audeiBoss 105 01RIS Ter 8
SUBIEILISSER 195 (0DNNSS PUB ODSLYLE) sseqeieq udeiboan| SN £ pajuawaiddns sem sEaAINS 31T 1S9U04 SUJ LI LOKE LI
105 21815 SN Ag gem TaMNT B 81) Uy U0y
. . ‘eiep 519 pue sydesbojoyd
BuueauiBue pue ‘uoiaaes g@p play| " ELZF
3 . y |euae Jo suoeniess YBNoiy) pauLLIBIBR 58 INOIS IGPUE ‘USISINAE, il a¢
2ep 519 pue “sydBojoud [euee jo sucieniens yBnaiy), ppe aseeld uoRRIBIW Jo POOYIN] Y3 UD PESE] PEIENIEAS SEM S [FIRSKd] TTTY
S| SpUE
AIUBSSIEULOIDI uc_oon» aseu| i pasod piezey Riusied auy) ajRrEns 0] sjenbape 0Lz ot
paseq-punod pal29|9s BpN|IL) 058 PINOUS PASH SPOLaW I paseq pug diaju) Wvai Ty
posn muo_.__o_,._ SU1 19U} |UBPLAIOD AJE SIUBINSUGY S) PUE JB|AAUUOD JYIed
*{e 2007 S1eeuBuzeen) |Sa1d adojs ay) WAl 138} 00 ¢
; 0] QDE INOGE J0 B3URISIP B 1@ p00) | uey)] 538] o} Buiseanap ‘adojs |auueys) GOZ-b
8o L of pedda sabuo) ou 5 weweiels sl pafipaip ay) jo jsaua ay) seaw jasy g o) dn Bupeasds jesepe 1866u] pjnoa TTTY ¥
(g epnpubew uey) jejeal) exenbuyues abie @ jey) sjeaipu) Indino suy)
"5} Uo|aegank) ssauppe jeu) .
(ezn0Z | sisAlpue S0 ds-as @ wioped &
w:o_ﬁ__uuuﬂﬂ"___.__m_“H”ﬁ“.ﬁﬂ_wu“ﬂMLMu“”whhzwumznn IR Jpue 5 12214291066 © PeU 101IBUOT) DR ‘IHENbULE UE Jo uBAD OU] paz-p ce
S .o S0t BV . o S P oA o7 oo e mRd 0y
P10 BUY) J0) SEM ABMIS SILL "BUN0J JUBLING BU) 0] EEm H V.6 3} 9nEy pnow Gop1 Sakep) Aeg 5203 Jo B u -
AL D JDJFEUL0 D IR aBenBueq 5130 “oN abed & oN

]

SI50 U0 SIUMIALOS - BUldid SE5 1012010103 ILIEJ|

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

W-18



Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 7 of 48

AP1

The text has been revised to the following: "Pacific Connector

AP1-40

In addition,

Pacific Connector would not conduct construction activities during

extremely wet weather conditions.”

low-ground-weight
Pacific Connector would not conduct

would reduce the potential for structural damage on wet soils by
equipment on timber riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra
construction activities during extremely wet weather conditions."

employing BMPs such as the use of
would minimize soil compaction, rutting, and structural damage to

construction equipment, or operating normal equipment on timber
The text has been revised to the following: "Pacific Connector
wet soils and soils with poor drainage reduce the potential for
structural damage on wet soils by employing BMPs such as the use
of low-ground-weight construction equipment, or operating normal

riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra mats.

mats.

AP1-41

In addition,

If such measures are deemed necessary,
Pacific Connector would work with the BLM and Forest Service to

The text has been revised to reflect the correction in the application
define site-specific mitigation measures."

rate.
susceptible to high or severe erosion rates on BLM and NFS lands

would be evaluated by Pacific Connector for potential site-specific

The text has been revised to the following: "ldentified areas of soils
mitigation measures.

Change made as requested.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 8 of 48

AP1

Change made as requested

AP1-45

Sird

g

Comment noted. No change to the text was necessary because the
statement does not require Pacific Connector to work outside the

certified construction right-of-way.

Based on FERC's analysis, approximately 5.2 acres of forested
wetlands would be affected in the long-term (as these are forested
As a result, the extent of long-term impacts to forested wetlands is
beyond the 1.36 and 0.12 acres of wetlands in the permanent right-

wetlands and the restoration of these habitats would be long term).
of-way (as listed in the applicant's comments).

This statement has been added to the FEIS.
This statement has been added to the FEIS.
This statement has been added to the FEIS.

UCSA could have long-term impacts would be reassessed (see the
impact discussion in Section 4.5 regarding the potential impacts

Text would be revised as applicable. The concept of whether an
from storing materials in the UCSA).
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 9 of 48

AP1

As ongoing clearing and maintenance would be conducted in the
30-foot maintenance corridor, and activities could occur, impacts

AP1-52

By

could be long-term: "Trees may be more susceptible to infestation
that are damaged during clearing activities and/or have soil

compacted over their roots, including those within UCSAs"
provide an updated table that lists the new values calculated at 100

meters. This new data will be added to the FEIS.

approximately 91.4 meters), then Pacific Connector would need to
Text revised.

If Pacific Connector and the FWS have agreed to change the values
to 100 meters (i.e., approximately 328 feet) instead of 300 feet (i.e.,

would be permanent. Text has been modified to indicate the limited
Regarding the UCSA, the EIS discusses how impacts in these areas

extent of these impacts though.

AP1-53

Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised
Text revised

AP1-54
AP1-55
AP1-56
AP1-57
AP1-58
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Continued, page 10 of 48

AP1

Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.

AP1-60
AP1-61
AP1-62
AP1-63
AP1-64
AP1-65
AP1-66
AP1-67
AP1-68
AP1-69
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 12 of 48

AP1

Change made as requested.

AP1-78
AP1-79

i

This information has been updated based on the PCGP data

response dated 7/7/2015.
revegetated based on landowner instructions, the text was not

The text has been updated to reflect this wolf activity in the vicinity
Comment noted. As there is potential that some lands would not be

of the pipeline since the DEIS was published.
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AP1-80
AP1-81
AP1-82
AP1-83
AP1-84
AP1-85
AP1-86

This information has been updated based on the PCGP data

response dated 7/7/2015.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 13 of 48

AP1

The DEIS identifies removal of a known nest tree during the entire

AP1-87

effects, including observing seasonal restrictions. Additional

language was added to section 4.7 for clarification.
effects, including observing seasonal restrictions. Additional

breeding season as a potential direct effect, but indicates in the
following paragraph measures that would be taken to reduce these
The DEIS identifies disturbance during clearing during the
breeding season as a potential direct effect, but indicates in the
following paragraph measures that would be taken to reduce these
language was added to section 4.7 for clarification.
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These footnotes refer to the historic Myrtlewood site that was
identified as needing to be analyzed in a public comment in June

Comment noted. Text retained in the DEIS because it reflects the
2014.

habitat conditions within the NSO nest patches.

Change made as requested.
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 14 of 48

AP1

Text clarified.

AP1-95

Pacific Connector's April 27, 2015 response to FERC's data request
indicates that 8 additional Siskiyou Hesperian mollusk sites were
located in Rogue River and Winema National Forests during survey
The fencing and marking measures described are general measures
that would be applied to known occurrences of sensitive bryophytes
within the right-of-way, not the Metzgeria violacea site. See the

subsequent paragraph for a description of the Metzgeria violacea

site, and the conclusion that the plants would not be negatively

affected and thus that no avoidance or mitigation plan has been

so analysis is conservative. See statement at end of second

paragraph on page 1-19 of the appendix K report.
so analysis is conservative. See statement at end of second

paragraph on page 1-19 of the appendix K report.

FEIS not updated. This species was not determined to be a concern,
Text revised.

This species was inadvertently left off. This list will be updated to
FEIS not updated. This species was not determined to be a concern,
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The analysis is based on project details that included assumptions
on roads that would be used and improved. If the Applicant revises
the TMP in conjunction with BLM to conclude the road in question

AP1-105
AP1-106

is not part of the project, this new information will be incorporated
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at the point in time this section of the FEIS and Appendix K is

revised.
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Continued, page 15 of 48

AP1

No revisions are required to either the FEIS or Appendix K. All
species with sites that intersect with the analysis area are included

AP1-107

FLISE

in the analysis. Refer to Section 1.5.5 of the appendix K report for

clarification on the analysis areas.
The text in the FEIS has been edited to reflect the monitoring plans

would be developed by the BLM and Forest Service and not the

Text revised.
applicant.
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AP1

Change made as requested.

AP1-110

Thiav

bhbe¥

Section 4.9.1.4 has been revised in the FEIS to clarify the analysis.
The results related to the Pacific Connector pipeline in this section
are only for the portion in Coos County to provide a combined total
in the local area of the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal. Table 4.9.2.4-

4 is for the complete Pacific Connector Project.

Change made as requested.
Wages and benefits are reported in the "Wages™ column for direct
spending in table 4.9.1.4-2.
Change made as requested.
Change made as requested.
Change made as requested.

DEIS, this section addresses post-2009 consultations only and
previous efforts, including the 2006 Oregon Indian Affairs letter
and suggested tribes, can be referenced in the May 2009 FEIS.

The text has been revised to note that Cow Creek tribal members
participated in archaeological surveys and test excavations in

No change made. As noted in Section 4.11.1.2 on page 4-855 of the
Douglas and Jackson counties, as noted.

Change made as requested.
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AP1

Text has been corrected.

AP1-120
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longer consider these minor adjustments on NFS land.

Candidate FWS species and Oregon threatened

species are included in the Sensitive or Strategic species lists of the

The statement that none of the S&M species are listed under the
BLM and Forest Service.

Appendix J has been reviewed for errors in the FEIS.

Information has been revised.

ESA is correct.
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Continued, page 18 of 48

AP1

The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.

AP1-131

LEb-d

¥El-dv _

Tl

The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.

AP1-132
AP1-133
AP1-134
AP1-135
AP1-136
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Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 19 of 48

AP1

The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K.
Table INTRO-1 does not depict habitat acreages for S&M species;

AP1-138

L¥l=dv

it is simply a table showing the amount of land in the project area
in each watershed under each land allocation type.

As noted in each species section in the reference to Figure 2
(Distribution of Forests That May Provide Habitat For Species) and
Table 4 (Extent of Forests that Could Provide Habitat for Species
on BLM and NFS Lands), all forest type calculations are limited to
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 20 of 48

AP1

To clarify, the BLM and Forest Service will prepare the monitoring

AP1-143

Ly

£l

The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis
will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys

are complete.
The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis

will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys

plan and be responsible for implementing it. The statements in the
are complete.

S&M report have been updated to clarify this.

AP1-144
AP1-145
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 21 of 48

AP1

The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis
will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys

are complete.

AP1-146

05 h-dv

Bl

The applicant should add these recommendations to Appendix B of
the Plan of Development and cite references to support the

adequacy of the recommendation for avoiding disturbance to GGO.

Comment noted. This recommendation is not consistent with the
Pending this no change to the EIS has been made.

The BLM and Forest Service will be preparing the monitoring plan
agencies' management recommendations.

Comment noted. This recommendation is not consistent with the
and will include relevant language for timing of the monitoring.

agencies' management recommendations.

AP1-147
AP1-148
AP1-149
AP1-150

Effectiveness monitoring is required. Monitoring plans will be
developed consistent with the response to comment AP1-109.
Appendix M, Management Indicator Species Report, has been
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 22 of 48

AP1

Text revised to reflect that the reroutes filed by Pacific Connector

on January 19, 2015 comply with Forest Service requirements.

AP1-154

COkgv¥

bal-dv

QLo

BSk-dv

95L-av _

5 L

Text has been updated to reflect the timing restrictions and

schedule filed on filed on February 13, 2015.

Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised.
Text revised
Text revised

AP1-155
AP1-156
AP1-157
AP1-158
AP1-159
AP1-160
AP1-161
AP1-162
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Continued, page 23 of 48

AP1

Text revised.

AP1-163

"Candidate" is already included as a federal status. Note that only

the North Oregon Coast distinct population segment of red tree vole
is a federal candidate, so the population crossed by the Project does

not have a federal (FWS) status. (http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/
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MNote: Comparison of numbers in Appendix F Attachments 1 (BLM) and 2 (FS},
and Section 3 Tables (BLM) and Section 4 Tables (FS) with Table 2.1.4-2.
Electronic (pdf) provides notes, which are not printed on the hard copy.

Specific Off-Site Mitigation Projects on BLM and NFS Lands

Table 2.1.4-2 describes the individual mitigation projects related to LMP objectives on BLM and
NFS lands that are included in the proposed action. These projects would be implementad by the
BLM and Forest Service as a subsequent phase of the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project with
funding provided by the applicant. The applicant is also responsible for providing funding to
BLM and the Forest Service for planning efforts related to these mitigation actions.

gy and

Froject

TABLE 214-2

Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Am|

120 acres in Appx F BLM
Attachment 1, but matches

Unit

Mitigation Group

Project Type

East Fork

Coos Bay
ELm Coquille River

Middie Fork
Coquille River

Marth Fork
Coquille River

Clarks Branch
South Umpqua

Roseburg
BLM

Drays Creek -
South Umpogua

Reallocation of
Matrix Lands to
LER and

A »

e and
Ripanan Habtat

R Sediment
Raduction

Aquanc and
Ripanan Habtat
R ont

Anuatic and
Ripanan tat
Acquatic 3

Road Sedment
Reduction

Stand Density
Fuel Break

Land Re-Alocation]
from Matrx to LS
MerwFaderal Land
Acquisition

LWO instream

LWO in-straam
LWD instraam
Fioad Surtacing
Fish Passage

Road Drar

Fish Passage
LWO in-straam

LWO in-stream

Rroad storm-proofing

Feoad Dranage and
=  Enhanceme
Reducton

P20

Yankes Run In-stream Lange
Wood Placement

x F Section 3 Table 3-2a—

Attachment 1, but
matches Appx F Section
3 Table 3-3a (p.24)

Spurs
330 acres in Appx F BLM =

20

Uppr Rock Crivek instrean L

Upper North Fork Coquilke In-
stroam LWD

Wast Fork Canyon
Creek In-stream LWD
314-3 .2 Road Storm-proafing

WD

miles

miles

i . 207 a.'_'sa

milies
mites

miles

miles

miles
project
mites

Bores

2-67

2.0 = Dese

| AP-170

AP1

Continued, page 25 of 48

AP1-170

AP1-171

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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Jardar Cove Energy and

Draf EI5 Facific Connector Gas Ppeline Project
TABLE214-2
Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments on BLM and NFS Lands
Uit Mitigaticn Group Project Type Project Hame Guantity  __ Unit
Days Cresk - Fire Suppression  Suppression Capacity Dy Hydrants 5 sites
South Umpaqua
[1T10030205),
Myrtle Creak
(1T10030211),
and Clarks
Branch - South
Umgpgua
(1T10030210)
Middie Fork Aguabc and Fish Passage Loveseat Creek Culvert Removal 1 project
Coquille River  Ripanan Habdat
Agquatic and LWO in-stream Maeddle Fork Coquille In-tream 08 mi
Ripanan Habta LWD Placement
Aquatc and LWO in-stream Twelvemile Cresk Instream LWO 20 miles
Ripanan Hebiat
Road Sedment  Road Drainage and Camas Mountain Road Drainage 35 miles
Reduction Surface Enh b and b
Myrtle Crask Aguatic and Fish Passage Slide Creak Cutvert Replacemant 1 project
Ripanan Habtat
Road Sedment  Road Drainage and Ben Branch Riead Drasnage and 10 miles
Reduction Surface Enhancemant  Surtace Enhancement
Road Sedment  Road Stabilzation South Myrths Hill Slide Repair 1 project
Reduction
Qigia-Logking  Acquisibon Land Re-Allpcation RMP Amendment BLM-3, LSR 409 Blres
lass from Matnx to LSR, Reallocation and Land
Mon-Federal Land Acquisition
Acquisition
Qlada-Locking  Aguatic and LWO in-stream Olalla Creek In-stream LWOD 12 miles
Glass Ripanan Habdat
Road Sedrnent Road Stabilzation Dlalla Tie Road Rencvabon 1 project
Raduction
Madlord  Eig Butte Cresk  Fire suppression  Fine Suppression Blig Eutte Cresk Pump Chance 1 sios
ELM
Road Sedment  Road gorm-proofing  Big Bulte Creek Road Slonm- G4 miles
Reduction proofing
Temesinal Habital  Habitat Planting Big Butte Cresk Friillana Habitat 600 aTes
Improvement
Little Butte Aguabc and Fish Passage Little Butte Creex Fish Soreen 1 site
Cresk Ripanan Habtat
< and LWO in-stream Lost Creek In-stream LWD 88
Fire suppression  Fire Suppression Litle Butte Creek Fump Chance & sibes
Road Sedment Foad Dranage and Little Butte Creek Road 35 miles
Reduction Surface Erhancement  Improvement
Road Sedrnent Road Little Butte Creek Road 1we
[ g [ Ashignd
Resouce Area
Road Sedment Foad Little Butte i Road 24 miles
Deo ng C Bulte Falls RA
Road Sedrment  Road Surtaang Little Bute Cresk Road L
Reduction Rasurfacing Ashland Resouros
o
Road Sedment Foad Surtacng Little Butte Cr. Road Resurfacing, a4 mites
Raduction Butte Falls Resource Area
Shady Cove—  Aguatic and LWO in-stream Shady Cove LWD 25 miles
Rogue River Ripanan Habtat
Road Sedrment  Road Dranage and Shady Cove Road Improvement 10 mile
Raeduchon Surface Enhancemaent
Road Sedrnent Road Surtacang Shady Cove Road Resurface 15
Raduction
Sand Densty  Fuels Reduction Shady Cove Fusl Hazard BBE  aofes
Fusl Break Rduction
Stand Density Fusls Reduchon Shady Cove Fusl Hazard 866 BTES
Fuel Break Maintenancs
2.0- Descriphion of B Propased Action 268

AP1

Continued, page 26 of 48
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Jardan Cove Energy and

Facific Connector Gas Fipeline Froject Lraft IS
TABLE214-2
Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments on BLM and NFS Lands
Uit Mitigaticn Group Project Type Project Name Guantity  __ Unit
Trail Creak Aquabc and LWwWO in-stream Trail Creek LWD 8
Ripanan Habtat
Fire suppression  Suppeéssion Capacity  Trail Croek Pump Chance &
Road Sedrnent  Road slorm-prooling  Tral Cresk Rosd Stom-prosfng 43
Raeduchon
Road Sedment  Road Trail Creek Road a7 miles
Des 3 D a
Road Seament  Foad Surtaang Trail Crask Road Resurtace 163 miles
Reduction
Stand Density Fusls Reduchon Traul Creek Fuel Hazard B&T BTES
Fuel Break Reduction
Stard Densty Fusls Reduction Trail Croek Fuels Hizerd E8T =]
Fuad Break Mainténance
Lakewiew  Spencer Creek  Ripanan Stand Fipanan Vegetation Upper Spencer Creek 30 mites
ELM Cransity LSR/Fiparian reatmaent
Spencer Cresk  Ripanan Stand Fipanan Vegetation Maners Creek LSR, Ripanan 30 miles
Density Treatment
Ripanan Stand  Rperian Vegetation  Trbutary Cresk Ripanan Thinreng 70 seres
Dty
Road Sedrnent R Keno Access Road Repar and 1 sibe
Raduchon [= Culvart Replacemant
Road Sedrment  Road Drasnage Spencer Craak Drainags 15 siles
Reduction Improvaments and Sedment
Trap Removal
Road Sedment  Foad Closure Spencer Crask Repar Existing 12 sites
Reduction Read Closure
Temesinal Habitat  Stand Densty Habdtat  Upper Spencer Creek LSR 270 acres
Improvement Density Management
Umpqua  Days Crisk Road sadiment  Road Closure Diys Crivrk -South Urnpaua 0s
National  SouthUmpaus  reduction Read Closury
Forest
Stand Densty Fusls Reduction Diays Criak - South Umpqua 150 e
Fual Break Matnx Irtegrated Fusls Redudhon
Stand Density Fusls Reduction Diays Cresk - South Umpaua LSR 232 Befes
Fuel Break Irtagrated Fusls Redudion
Stand Dansity Erp-commarcial Days Crimk - South Umpqua 53 a0res
Fuel Break Thinning L5R Pre-commercial Thinning
Stand Density Undar-bum Days Cresk - South Umpqua LSR 125 AcTes
Fued Break Under-bum
Stard Densty Ureber um Days Criwk - South Umpgua 102 Lo
Fusl Break Matrix Under-bum
Taomestrial Habitel  Snag Creation Diays Crissk - South Umpqua LSR a2 seres
Imprevernent Snag Crealion
Temesinal Habitat Snag Creation Days Creek - South Umpgua 16 acres
Improvement Snag Creation
Elk Crivek: Aguatic and Fish Passage Elk Crivak Fish P ge Cubverts 3 sites
South Umpgua  Ripanan Habdat
Road sediment Road Stom-proohng Elk Criek Road Storm-prootng 18
reduction
Road sadimant Road Closure Elk Creek Road Closure 28 miles
reduction
Road saaiment  Road Elk Cr. Road Decommissioning 18 miles
reduction CHbCOrimiS5ioring
Stand Density Fusls Reduchon Elk Creek LSR Integrated fuels sar aTes
Fuel Break
Stand Density Fusels Reducton rix Inbegrated 170 B
Fusl Break wducton
Stand Density Pre-commarcial Elk Crivak LSR Pré-commercial 368 B
Fusl Break Trinning therriing
Stand Density Under-bum Elk Creek LSR Under-burm arz acres
Fuel Break
Stand Denst Underbum Elk Crivak Matnx Under-burn 1s B
Fual Break

2-69
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Continued, page 27 of 48

W-39

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150212-5184 FERC POF (Unofficial) 2/13/2015 2:15:20 PM

Jordan Cowe
Facific Connector Gas A

Draft EI5
TABLE 2.14-2
102 acres in Appx F
Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments d_ ' " ®73)
Unit Mitigation Group Project Type
Temestnal Habitat LWO Lpland ElkC
Improvement Flacement
mw;;{a = listed ._--I'-- dul L Elk Cre Moadow Restorabon
. Improw
twice. Only one ’ st Momoes Elke € e Newious 67 miles
listing in Appx F Imprey t Wiads
Table 4-2a (p.73) regk - Temesirial Habitst  Snag Creation Elk Craek LSR Snag Creation £8 Bores
TUmpgus | Improvarment A
Tamesinal Hebitet  Snag Creation Elk Cresk LSR Snag Creation 2 BOTES
Imprevarnent
Temesinal Habtal  Snag Creation Elk Creek Matnx Snag Creation 13 Bres
Improvement
Trail Crowk Road sedirnent 11 miles
reduction
Road sediment 05 miles
reduction
Stand Density 414 Bcre
a0
bitst  Snag Creation Tra ag Creaban 109
Upper Cow Fish Passage Upper Cow Cresk Fish Passage 4 sibes
Craek Cubverts
Foad Closure Upper Cow Cresk Road Closure 25 miles
Feoad 43 miles
Diecommissionng
Fusls Reduction 972
Fusls Reduction Matn BO6
Stand Density Under-bum Upper Cow Creak LS| 54
Fuel Break burm
Uncspr-im Uppar Cow Craak Matnx Uindar. 410
bum
LW Upland Cow Creak LSR LWD 62 Ares
Placsm 2
Henears Waed Crisi Meadow 2 B
Imprer t Treatrn ds
Temesinal Habitat  Snag Creation per Cow Cresk LSR Snag a1 Bore:
Improvarment n
Temesirial Habitat  Snag Creation “resk Matix Snag % o
Improvement
R t Land Re-Allocation R 588
froen Matrix to LSR
Rogue  Littk Butte LWO In-sirpam 15 milie
Rivar Craak
Nationa
Forest
az sibes
53.2 miles
Stand Density 618 Bores
Fusl Break
Temestnal Habtat Habitat Planting Little Butte Creek Mardon Skapper 20 Bcre
Improvement Butterfly
Te b L pland p Croek LSR LWD 306
Placement
2.0 = Deserption of the Proposed Ackon 2-70

| AP-172

AP-1TE

AP1

Continued, page 28 of 48

AP1-172

AP1-173

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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AP1-174  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables

Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments on BLM and NS Lands in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in

LRl ___Watershed _Migellon Growe__Profeciyps ____—Frojeci Nams Senbigy unt the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier

¥ o [raess oy PR 1 s versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and

e . \ R Forest Service and were included to provide additional background

o | ZiRedocsten ] e on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
et Table 2.1.4-2.

Spencer Craek Fencing 64 mies
Spencer Crask In-stream LWD 10 miles
1 sites
it
214 iles
missionng
O n 114 Bres

215 Right-of-Way Grant to Cross Federal Lands

Pursuant to the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 and in accordance with federal regulation 43 CFR
Part 2880, the Pacific Connactor Pipeline Project must secure a Right-of-Way Grant from the
BLM to cross BLM, NFS, and Reclamation lands. Pacific Connzctor has applied to the BLM for a
Right-of-Way Grant 1o cross federal lands. The BLM propeses to consider issuance of a Right-of-
Way Grant that provides terms and conditions for construction and operation of the Pacific
Connector Pipeline Project on federal lands in response to the proponent’s application. [ssuance of
the Right-of-Way Grant must be in accordance with 43 CFR Parts 2800 and 2880 and relevant
BLM manual and handbook direction.  In making this decision, BLM would consider several
factors including conformance with land use plans and impacts on resources and programs.
Following adoption of this EIS and receipt of concurrence from the Forest Serviee and
Reclamation, the BLM would issue a ROD that documents the decision whether to issue the Right-
of-Way Grant.

This Right-of-Way Grant would be in addition to any authorization for the Project issued by the
FERC. The Right-of-Way Grant, if approved, would be authorized by issuance of a Temporary
Use Permit for the pipeline clearing and construction, which would terminate upon completion of
construction, and issuance of a Right-of-Way Grant for ongoing pipeline operations and
maintenance for a 30-year term. The Temporary Use Permit contains the specific temporary
construction and work areas necessary to build the Project. Once the Pacific Connector pipeline
is constructed and in operation, the Right-of-Way Grant would be modified to reflect the final
location of the project and the associated 50-foot-wide maintenance corridor plus any roads on
federal lands or under federal easements that are necessary for operations.

271 2.0— Description of the Proposed Action
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Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Draf BIS AP1-175  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been

crossing by the BLM confirmed that stream temperatures are not likely to be affected by this reviewed and Compared with the numbers in the m|t|gat|on tables

CTOSsINg. - . -
. ® I 1 R in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in

Off-site mitigation wo' er reduce pipeline project impacts. Logs generated in the corridor - -

clearing process or otherwise provided by Pacific Connector would be used as LWD placed at 80 the FEIS. AttaChmentS 1 and 210 Appendlx F however Were earl ler

pieces./mile in3.7 miles of in-stream projects to restore aquatic habitats on the watershed. Road versions of the Compensatory m|t|gat|0n plans of the BLM and

surfacing at the bridge approach on Woodward and Alder Creek Roads would greatly reduce R R . ..

transport of sediments to nearby aquatic habitats. These off-site mitigation measures proposed Forest Service and were included to prOVIde additional baCkg round

for BLM lands would supplement omesite miniization, mifigafion, and restoration acfions. on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
itigations associated with the pipeline project are responsive to watershed analysis

recommendations and would improve watershed conditions where they are applied (appendix J, Tab|e 2 14-2

section 2.3.5.6). Table 4.1.3.5-6 describes proposed off-site mitigations in the North Fork

Coquille River watershed.

TABLE 41354

Froposed Off-site Mitigation Projects for North Fork Coquille River Watershed

Project  Mitigation  Project
Type Group Mame Cty.
WO Auatic Teinnon 1.5 mikes

nstream
Flacement

Creek

Listed as “2 ea” in
2.1.4-2

APTS

Proposed amendments of the Coos Bay RMP to waive protection measures for S&M species and
to cross MAMU habitat in this watershed would not prevent attainment of ACS objectives
(section 2.3.4.5) because the project does not threaten the persistence of any riparian-dependent
species. All relevant Project impacts are within the range of natural variability for watersheds in
the Coast Range Province {(Appendix J, section 2.3.5.4). No project impacts have been identified
that would prevent attainment of ACS objectives (Appendix J, section 2.3.4.8).

East Fork Coquille River Watershed

Project Impacts by ACS Objectives
Table 4.1.3.5-7 compares the Pacific Connector pipeline impacts to the objectives of the ACS for
the East Fork Coquille River watershed. There are two intermittent stream channels in the East

Fork Coquille River watershed that would be crossed by the pipeline (appendix J, table 2.3.6.1-
4). These crossings are approximately 5 miles apart in separate subwatersheds, so the potential

4-97 4.1 —Land Use
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Off-site mitigation would further offset pipeline project impacts in the watershed. Logs
generated in the corridor clearing process or otherwise provided by Pacific Connector would be
used as LWD placed at 80 pieces/mile in 2.8 miles of instream projects to restore aquatic
habitats. Approximately 5.5 miles of road surfacing projects in the South Fork of Elk Creek and
Yankee Run Creek would greatly reduce transport of sediments to nearby aquatic habitats.
Reallocation of approximately 409 acres of Matrix lands to LSR would provide additional
aquatic protections to streams that are within the reallocation area. These off-site mitigation
measures identified by BLM would supplement on-site minimization, mitigation, and restoration
actions. Mitigations associated with the pipeline project are responsive to watershed analysis
recommendations and would improve watershed conditions where they are applied (appendix I,
section 2.3.6.7). Table 4.1.3.5-8 describes proposed off-site mitigation measures in the East Fork

Coquille River Watershed.
TABLE 41358
Proposed Off-site Mitigation Measures in the East Fork Coquille River Watershed
WMitigation  Project
Project Type  Group Name Qty. Praject Raticnale
Road Road Road ZEmiles Road<elated sedment nas negalively affectsd the East Fork Coquile
Surfacing Sedment Surfacing - # existing roads restores hydrologic connectivity and
Reduction  South Fork s sedment by managing drainage and restoning surfacing whers
Elk Croek neaded
Road Road Road 20 miles
Surfacing Sedment  Surfacing - Surfacing the BLM road th.
Reduction  Yankes Run
Mairiline
Road Road 0.9 miles
Sedrent  Surfacing - Surfacing the BLM road that is parallsl to Yankes Run Creak would reducs
Reduction  Yarkes Run it not alirmmnate road-related sediment input to coho, sleslhead, and
Spur
Lo Agquatic Run 275 mies
instream Hatutat
t-tirm and long
& art to Ripanan Raserves and
parian hatwtat and cortbutes to the
rrnent of Agquatic Corsensation Strategy (ACS) objectives
Firg Firg Hali#ond 2 5tes High intensity fra has baen idenbiied
Suppression  Suppression Construction late-successional and old-growth (LS0G
and acces:
2-2mile
LSRs an
4.0 —Land Ue 4-100
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TABLE 41355 reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
Proposed Offite Mitigation Measures n the Eas Fork Coquile Rver Watershed in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
Mugson ol the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier

Project Type
4 R A hon

versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

Acquisition

180 acres in 2.1.4-2,
RMP Amendment
BLM-4

The proposed Coos Bay RMP to waive protection measures for S&M species
would not pr ACS objectives becanse the Pacific Connector pipeline does not
threaten the persistence of any riparian-dependent species. (appendix J, section 2.3.6.6). All
relevant pipeline project impacts are within the range of natural variability for watersheds in the
Coast Range Province (appendix I, section 2.3.6.3). No project impacts have been identified that
would prevent attainment of ACS objectives (appendix J, section 2.3.6.8).

Middle Fork Coquille River Watershed
Profect Impacts by ACS Objectives

Table 4.1.3.5-9 compares the Pacific Connector pipeline impacts to the objectives of the ACS for
the Middle Fork Coquille River watershed. There are eight stream channel crossings, and seven
locations where Riparian Reserves would be clipped by the construction clearing, but the stream
channel would not be crossed by the pipeline trench. Approximately 14 acres of Riparian
Reserves, or 0.06 percent of the Riparian Reserves in the watershed, would be cleared and 2
acres would be modified in UCSAs (appendix J, table 2.3.7.1-3). Stream channel intersections
with the Pacific Connector pipeline corridor would occur in two separate subwatersheds
approximately 10 miles apart (appendix J, figure 2.3.7.1-1). Inthe Big Creek subwatershed, six
intermittent streams and one perennial stream would be crossed between MP 35.9 and MP 37.35;
three of the intermittent stream crossings are associated with an existing road. Approximately 10
miles away in the Headwaters Middle Fork Coquille subwatershed, one perennial and one
intermittent stream would be crossed. Watershed conditions and recommendations are described
in the Middle Fork Coquille Watershed Analysis (BLM 1999a) and described in detail in
appendix I of this EIS.
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TABLE 4 1.3.510

Froposed Off-aite Mitigation Measures in the Middle Fork Cogquille River Watershed

Mitigation
Project Type Group Project Name Project Rationale Quantity  Unit
Fish Passage FahPassage L T ¢ 1 progect

cubviprt

Land Re- Acquisition
Allacation from
Matrix te LR

v ador sl

LWOD instream  Aguatic Twehvarmile milas
Habitat GaMms IS A Consrstel
uality in all watersheds ¢
LW instream  Aquatic miles
Habiat
LW instream  Aquatic miles
Habhat [ "
wifacts from loss of
Fesenes and as
and contripute
Conservation Strab
Road Dranage R Camas Foad-related secment and stream nabwo: 35 miles
and Surface Mountain from ditchiings have negatively af Fork
Enhancement i e Coguile. There are apprommately 7
ament
Road Road 09 miles
Surfacing Surtacing Fall
Road 2 &3
Surfacing

Foads

G if ¢ i
and cutthroat habdat

proposed off-site mitigation measures in the Middle Fork Coquille River watershed. Proposed
amendments of the Coos Bay RMP and the Roseburg District RMP to waive protection measures
for S&M species would not prevent attainment of ACS objectives because the Pacific Connector
pipeline does not threaten the persistence of anv riparian-dependent species (appendix J, section
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AP1-177

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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TABLE 413511

Compliance of the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project with ACS Obj, Olalla Creek-L Creek Watershed
Project Impacts

pOsibon and
in fiparian
SUMmMer

structural
wakorshied

would not affect any iparian-:
55 Creek watershed because no
1speces be attected by the project

orate nparnian-depender

Sunumary, Olafla-1eokingglass Creck Waterstied

Given the location of the Pacific Connector pipeline corridor on BLM lands, the lack of
intersections with waterbodies, and the absence of Riparian Reserve impacts, it is highly unlikely
that pipeline construction and cperation would negatively affect watershed conditions on BLM
land in the Olalla-Lookingglass Creek watershed. No pipeline project impacts relevant to ACS
objectives have been identified that are outside the current range of natural variability for the
watershed (appendix J, section 2.4.3.4). Proposed amendments of the Roseburg Distriet RMP to
walve protection measures for S&M species would not prevent attainment of ACS objectives
because the pipeline project does not threaten the persistence of any ripanan-dependent species
(appendix 1, section 2.4.3.5). Mitigations associated with the Project are responsive to watershed
analysis recommendations and would improve watershed conditions where they are applied
(appendix I, section 2.4.3.6). Table 4.1.3.5-12 shows proposad off-site mitigations in the Olalla-
Lookingglass watershed.

TABLE 4 13512

Proposed Off-site Mitigation Projects for the Olalla-Lookingglass Watershed

Mitigatian
P{g!ﬂ !!PB Group FProject Name Project Rationale
Land e ACQUSITIGN _A—TLER Realocahon Ths miganon cortnt 3 the “neulral 1o benelca” Stand
Allgcaticn from annl and ments in LS 0
ACQUistion

LWOD instream Agquatic Habetat  Olalla Creek
Large Wood and
Boulder
Placernent
", Man
ng LWO and boulders 2t key
alla Creek channel and associated

W lacking in
ng a 1.2-mile reach
an Reserves would heip
pieces of LWD to the

further ACS Obgectives by addng approamately
stream channeal

Road Road Sedment  Olalla Tie Road
Stabilzaton Reduction Feenavabion

sedment to stream channels is 8 pnmary concem in the
55 walershed. Many et 5 do not mest cument
5 of chronic sadiment
of the Olalla Te Road
and dranage channel repair, along with stabdzation of
that cross the road) will reduce the delvery of road-
related sedments 1o straam channels
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AP1-178

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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Summary, Clark Branch-South Umpqua River Watershed reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables

Given the: location of the pipelim-? project corﬂldor on BLM lam?s,l thel lack ofi_ntersecﬁons v&llith in the DE|S’ and COI’reCtionS have been made Where necessary in
waterbodies, and the absence of impacts on Riparian Reserve, it is highly unlikely that project R R
construction and operation would prevent attainment of the ACS objectives in this watershed the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendlx F however were earlier
(appendix J, section 2.4.4.8). Proposed amendments of the Roseburg District RMP to waive H H H
protection measures for S&M species would not prevent attainment of ACS objectives because VErsions Of_ the Compen_satory mltlgatlop plans_ Of the BLM and
the pipsline project does not threaten the persistencs of any riparian-dspendent spcies (appendix Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
J, section 2.4.3.5). No pipeline project impacts relevant to ACS objectives have been identified s - H -
that are outside the current range of natural variability for the watershed (appendix J, section on the development of the mltlgatlon plans that are summarized in
2.4.4.4). Mitigations associated with the pipeline project are responsive to watershed analysis Table 2.1.4-2.

recommendations and would improve watershed conditions where they are applied (appendix J,
section 2.4.4.6). Table 4.1.3.5-14 shows proposed off-site mitigations in the Clark Branch—
South Umpqua River watershed.

Proposed Off-site Mitigation Projects for Clark |2 sites |uth Umpqua Watershed
LI

Mitigation
Project Type Group Project Name

Fish Passage Fish Passage Rica Cri heisrt

Road Dranage

Road Dranage

sediment to the channel and deposition downstream In fish beanng
reaches could occur. Pulling the culvert and fill material and storm
proofing the road would prevent such sediment dynamics. In addition,
the road is blocked by a landslide just beyond. Access to the stream
crossing is gradually being lost due to soil slumping and vegetation
growth. Implementing this project also means that access to the
crossing will not be lost.

Myrtle Creek Watershed
Profect Impacts by ACS Objective

Table 4.1.3.5-15 compares the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project impacts to the objectives of the
ACS for the Myrtle Creek watershed. The pipeline project corridor would not intersect any
waterbodies on federal land in the Myrtle Creek watershed. One Riparian Reserve is clipped by
the construction corridor, which would result in less than half an acre of clearing.
Approximately 4 acres would be modified by UCSAs.  Watershed conditions and
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listings for Fish
Passage, Roads, Jordan Cove Energy and
Draf £iS Underburns, snag Facific Connecior Gas Pipeline Preject AP1-180 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and
s shoun n Table _““\\ compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
proposed o a;,p';n;ta POIOctS | ux Crskes ot s Waterehed | apute0 have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
st T — ) F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the
Pl Roductien Sl B et snased RTI| IS BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
AP1-181 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
: Wever Wi ier versi itigati
_ F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
Habitat AP-182 e . - .
mprovement | . the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
AP1-182 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and
Hobtat | Uplnd Ter fowe | compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
[ e . have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
mprovern {21 S wever were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the
s RO R | s BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
- the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
Uisser Co Crock Waterched AP1-183 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and
Jppar LOW Lo reck atersnes . . .y . . .
Project Impacts by ACS Objecti compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
O EC ACIY Y AL eclives - -
P - . o o have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
Table 4.1.3.5-21 compares the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project impacts to the objectives of the . . e -
ACS for the Upper Cow Creek watershed. BLM and NFS lands where the ACS applies F however were ear“_er Versions Of the compensa}tory m_lt_lgatlon plans of the
?mnuriic abour] 3§§pcrcu;\n of ]rh; Upp;r Cow Lr'lrcck warcrsgccl rappuugx I, 1taglc 2.]4.8.(1—1; BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
‘orest Service 1905a), Watershed conditions and recommendations are described in the Cow e . - .
Creek Watershed Analysis (Forest Service 1993a) and in detail in appendix J of this EIS. In the the development of the mltlgatlon plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
Cow Creek Watershed: AP1-184 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and
o timber harvest and removal of LWD fiom creek channels has reduced structural compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
complexity of the aquatic habitat and its ability to retain sediments; _ have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
e chronic, fine-grained sediment, primarily related to roads have negatively affected . . e
aquatic habitats; and F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the
»  the presence of roads has segregated some stream reaches from upslope habitats that are BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
needed for replenishment of LWD (Forest Service 1995a). the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
In the Upper Cow Creek Watershed, the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project crosses four P - - -
perennial streams, two intermittent streams, and one small forested wetland. The pipeline project AP1-185 The number_s in Section 30 and 40 _Of Appendlx F have been reviewed _and
also clips one perennial stream Riparian Reserve and six wetland Riparian Reserves. compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections
Approximately 11 acres of Riparian Reserves would be cleared. This area is about 0.11 percent have been made where necessary in the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the
41— Land Use 4-120 BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2.
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Drefl 515 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project AP1-186  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
Clearing associated with the pipeline project corridor would remove less than 1 acre of LSOG reviewed and Compared with the numbers in the m|t|gat|on tables
vegetation in Riparian Reserves (appendix J, table 2.5.3.1-4). While this is a long-term change . . .
in vegetative condition, it is minor in scale and well within the range of natural variability for in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
;h;l;gj; in vegetative condition given the fire history of the watershed (appendix I, section the FEIS. AttaChmentS 1 and 2to Appendix F however were earlier
. o . . versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and

The high clay-content soils in the watershed (BLM 1999¢:1-4) present a potential issues with R R . ..
possible compaction, sediment procuced at stream crossings, and sediment that could be Forest Service and were included to prOVIde additional baCkgrOUnd
mobilized by overland flow. Subsoil ripping (including the use of hydraulic excavators) is a it i i i
proven method to reduce soil compaction. Measures in the ECRP including soil remediation on the dEVEIOPment of the mltlgatlon plans that are summarized in
with biosolids or other organic materials, rapid revegetation, and maintenance of effective Tab|e 214-2

ground cover are likely to control surface erosion. Erosion control measures described in
appendix J, section 1.3 for stream crossings are likely to be successful at minimizing sediment
associated with clearing in Riparian Reserves in the Trail Creek watershed. The BLM and Forest
Service may require additional eresion control measures if needed.

Stream crossings adjacent to the BLM property boundary on private lands are addressed in
section 4.4 of this EIS,

Off-site mtigation measures, identified by the BLM and Forest Service, would supplement on-
site minimization, mitigation, and restoration actions. These proposed off-site mitigation
measlres are responsive to recommendations in the Trail Creek watershed assessment and would
contribute to improving terrestrial and aquatic conditions within the watershed (appendix I,
section 2.5.3.6). Table 4.1.3.5-24 describes proposed off-site mitigation measures in the Trail

Creek watershed.
UNF fuels reduction TABLE 413524
in 2.14-2is 414
acres, under-burn is w and NFS Lands in the Trall Cresk Watershed
280 acres. -
Agency Proj Grodp Project Name _ Project Rationale
Fornst S Foel m T r——

AP-1EE
BLM Fusls Redudion
BLM Fire Suppression  Fire 5
Forest Service

BLM foad
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Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Draf BIS AP1-187  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
these crossings. Except as noted above, measures in the ECRP including re-vegetation and reviewed and Compared with the numbers in the m|t|gat|on tables
maintenance of effective ground cover are likely to control surface erosion. Erosion control . . .
measures described in appendix J, section 1.3.1 for stream crossings would likely be successfil in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
at minimizing sediment associated with stream channel crossings in the watershed. The BLM the FEIS AttaChmentS 1 and 2to Appendix F however were earlier
may require additional erosion control measures if needed Impacts on stream temperature are R ' .. .
unlikely because the affected channels are intermittent streams. versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and

Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

Off-site mitigation measures, identified by the BLM, would supp3 . ————,
. . . . . . oes the 600 acres of Habitat
mitigation, md restoration actions. These proposed off-_sne Mitigal pranting apply tothis section?  [©
recommendations in the Big Butte Creek Water Quality Restoralproject namein 2.1.4-2is"Big |4
would contribute to improving terrestrial and aquatic conditions wiButte Creek Fritillaria Habitat' ~ [x
I, section 2.5.5.6). Table 4.1.3.5-28 describes proposed offfsite|Also, 2.1.4-2 shows 512 acres offe

Creek watershed. reallocation in LSR 227 (RR-S
. NF). Include, if appropriate, and
TABLE 413528 1 benefit ACS ml
Proposed Off-site Mitigations on BLM Lands in the Big Butte CW AP18T
Project Name Project Rati

Project Type Mitigation Group
i SLpprESOn Fire supprisssaon

Except as noted above, the routing of the pipeline through the relatively small area of BLM land
that would be affected by pipeline project construetion (approximately 12 acres) makes it highly
improbable that project impacts would affect watershed conditions beyond minor, short-term
impacts at the site scale on two isolated intermittent streams. Impacts on Riparian Reserves
could be further reduced by realignment to get the corndor out of the Riparian Reserves at MP
131.4 10 131.78. Although there are project-level impacts (e.g., short-term sediment and a change
in vegetative condition at stream crossings), these would be minor and would be largely limited
to the boundaries of the project area except as noted above. Proposed amendment of the
Medford District RMP to waive protection measures for S&M species would not prevent
attainment of ACS objectives because the pipeline project does not threaten the persistence of
any riparian-dependent species (appendix J, section 2.5.5.5).

Except as noted above, no project-related impacts that would prevent attainment of ACS
objectives have been identified (appendix I, section 2.5.5.8). Impacts, as they relate to relevant
ecological processes, would be within the range of natural variability for watersheds in the
Western Oregon and High Cascade Provinces although some of these processes have been
altered from their natural condition (appendix J, section 2.5.5.4).
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RO P e O B Rt AP1-188  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
off the 10ad before it can enter stream courses. Storm-proofing of 13.8 miles (approximately 27 reviewed and Compared with the numbers in the m|t|gat|on tables
acres) of Forest Service and BLM roads would reduce sediment from roads by increasing the . . .
resistance of a road to failure during high-intensity rainfall events. Storm-proofing strategies in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
include improving drainage, reducing diversion potential at culverts, outsloping road surfaces H H
and replacing culverts with hardened low water fords. Road sediment reduction activities would the FEIS AttaChmentS 1 and 2 tO Appendlx F however Were earl ler
tesult in approximately 409 total acres of long-term sediment mitigation on federal lands. This versions of the Compensatory mltlgatlon planS of the BLM and
rfl:dt;%:lta(;zéuld offset the short-term impacts during Project construction to over 1,000 acres of Forest Service and were included to prOVide additional baCkg rOUnd

Road stabilization and culvert replacement of five sites on NFS and BLM lands would reduce on the dEVEIOPment of the mltlgatlon plans that are summarized in

road-related sediment by stabilizing or removing failing cut and fill slopes. Culvert replacement Tab|e 2 14-2
reduces sediment by replacing undersized or failing culverts with culverts that are appropriate to

pass debris at higher flows. This reduces the probability of fill failure associated with plugged

culverts.

The specific locations of the road sediment reduction activities are listed in table 4.3.3.2-1.
Activities on BLM lands include road surfacing near the Coquille River East, Middle, and North
Forks (Coos Bav): road drainage—culvert replacement near the Clark Branch South Umpgua
(Roseburg), road stormproofing near the South Umpqua Days Creek (Roseburg); road drainage
and surface enhancement near Myrtle Creek (Roseburg), and road stabilization in the Olalla-
Looking Glass watershed ( Roseburg).

TABLE43321

Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments on BLM and NFS Lands

Mitigatien
Unit Watershed Group Praject Type Project Name Quantity  Unit

Coos Bay 5t Fork R R 20 L ] nilas af
[-_J!.‘ g E:ulu @ River These two are listed o m &

10jas one in Appx F B miks

Table 3-3a
"ip.25F-"0.9 miles” v mies
: R 08 om

#  Road Surfacing

erk  Road Surfacing ea

Roseburg proje
ELM
m
miles
proje
miss
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TABLE433241

Mitigation Projects to Address LMP Amendments on BLM and NFS Lands

(p.52) with a total of |-
18.3 acres

Trail Croak ¢rd  Road storm-proofing
Trail Creek mert  Road Decommissonng
Trail Cresk erk  Road Surfacing
Lakaviow Spancar Crask C mart  Road Drainags - Cubsert
Bm Feduction Replacement
Spencer Creek  Road Sedmert  Road Drainage
Feduction
Spencer Creek 2 Road Closure
Umpqua Foad Closurs
Hationa
Forest Ro
Road
Road Decommissionng
Road Decommigsionng
Trail Creek Road Storm-proofing
Upper Cow Road Closurs
Cra
Road Decommistionng
Rogue River Little Butte Road Decommissonng
National Craek

Forest
Winema
National
Forest

Spencer Crésk  Road sediment  Road Decommissoning

reduction

2 Milsages are rounded 1o nearest tanth of 3 mile

Mitigation
Unit Group Project Type Project Name Quantity  Unit
Roseburg  Myrie Creek Foad Sedment  Road Stabilizabion South Myrtle Hill Shde 1 project
ELM {cont"d) Reduchon Repar
DlallaL acking Road Stabilization Olalla Tie Road project
Glars: Rendvation
:::n;-l‘lnm Big Bulte Crok R t [These two projects G4 mies
LM . K Stom-prooin
Little Eutte ore [relistedasonein L. op g :'Eak Road 35 mikes
Creet Appx F Table 3-11a Improvement
Liltle Butte Cresk Road 106 miks

mert |(p.52) with the same \

total of 13 acres
Little Butte
Crosk
Little Butte Road Sedment  Road Surfacing
Craek Reduttion

These two projects

!._EllekBull-. SSJ Eljt-;,'lrufn'. are listed as onein /
- HEe Appix F Table 3-11a

Dicommissioning

Ashiand Resource Area

Litthe Butte Creek Road mias
Duommissioning Bute

Fals RA

Littla Butte Cresk Road a0 midas
Regurtacing Ashland

Resourcs Area P
Liltle Bulte Cr. Road 4 miks
Resurtacing, Bute Falls

Resource Area

Shady Cove Road 10 mes
I .
5 15 ks
43 L
e Road mies
Decommissioning
Trail Creek Road 182 mikes
Resurt:
car Crek Drainags 15 stes
wements and
ment Trap Removal
Hair 12
¥ 0 e
Umpqua Road Closure
Ek Creek Road Storm- 16 mias
r 28w
& miks
Decommissioning
Trail Crees Road 11 mikes
Decommissionng
Trail Croek & 0 milas
proafing
Upper Cow Cresk Road 26 miks
(=
U 43 m
D ommi
Littis Butte 2 5 miles
Decommissioning
Spancer Cresk Road M4 miles

Decommissionng
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AP1-189

AP-159

AP1-190

AP190

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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AP-131
AP183

AP1-191  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

AP1-192  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

AP1-193  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
] reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
N the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
d versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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wJin Table 420, UNF |,

“Irriles, Coincidence,
or same project?

H
|
]
3

3

Merofects--both a1 2.8

UNF Total in Agpx F _,'._,_
Section 4 for Road

WaHhTe e

F Section 4 for Road

E are B2

Treat |riles Ratmnale
menls
0 year
Period

LINF Tetals in Appx

Closure is 5.9 miles

=

S4Mile

m \L|

(Proposed road cloares mlerssct
12 & avres of riparian vepstation)
Tmpgaa BF

25 mbemittent streams
restoration of approxamately

Froposal decommersions 5.3

Umpiua, Rogue River and Winema MNational Forests, Amended Mitigation Plan

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, March 9, 2011

Table 1: FS Amended Mitigation Plan
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AP1-194  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

AP1-195  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, March 9, 2011
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AP1-197

AP1-198

AP1-199

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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— = — AP1-200  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been

133 B 23 reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.

AP1-201  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
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— AP1-203  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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AP1-204  The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in
the FEIS. Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in
Table 2.1.4-2.
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Attachment B

Seasonal Timing Restrictions Associated with Bird Species
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CO1

Comments on the Federal Energy Regulatory
C ission (FERC) Jordan Cove Export
Terminal / Pacific Connector Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

SOCA

Confronting Climate Change

http://socan.infy

Alan Journet Ph.D., Co-facilitator
Southern Oregon Climate Action Now

December 16" 2014

Retiring Senator Tom Harkin (D. lowa):

“Every dollor that we spend on fossil fuel development and use is
another dollar we spend digging the graves of our grandchiidren.
And I'm not going to be a part af it anymaore.”

Executive Summary:

The primary focus in this submission is human-induced global warming and the interests of
those without a voice at the table - future generations.

FERC Responsibility:

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission acknowledges that it has a responsibility to
consider the need and public good of the proposed project.

This responsibility includes not only environmental ¢ es but also

lative impacts
comprising the impact of this and cther past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such actions.

The President’s Council on Environmental Quality considers that under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Federal agencies should evaluate greenhouse gas emissions
and their potential impact.

In contrast to its clear responsibility, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement repeatedly
asserts that its purview is too narrow to include cumulative impacts, especially those associated
with LNG exports, natural gas extraction, and natural gas combustion.

Nevertheless, the DEIS argues that there is no reasonable expectation that the project will
stimulate further gas extraction despite the fact the Department of Energy states clearly Jordan ot
Cave expects that to be the result.

Despite ignoring cumulative impacts of related projects, the DEIS acknowledges that
greenhouse substantial gas emission will result directly from the activities of the project -

emissions sufficient to make this one of the largest emitters in the state,

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

CO1 Southern Oregon Climate Action Now

CO1-1 There is no evidence that the Project would induce additional
natural gas exploration and production. Without any LNG export
terminals currently operating in the continental United States,
domestic natural gas production is growing. The U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) report did not say that exporting LNG would
induce domestic natural gas production. Instead what that report
said was: “Fundamental uncertainties constrain the ability to
predict what, if any, domestic natural gas production would be
induced....The current rapid development of unconventional
natural gas resources will likely continue, with or without the
export of natural gas” (DOE, Addendum to Environmental Review
Documents Concerning Export of Natural Gas from the United
States, 29 May 2014). Section 1.4.4 of the DEIS explained why we
did not analyze “life-cycle” emissions. See response to IND7-2.
Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of
the DEIS. GHG emissions resulting from the Project were
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.
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These emissions are sufficient to compromise the ability of the state to honor legislatively

agreed greenhouse gas emissions goals.
cot-2
The DEIS employs out-of-date estimates of methane impact on global warming, and defends

using woefully old comparisons on the basis of ‘consistency.”
The Global Warming Issue:

While we are already locked into a global warming of 1.6°C, many agencies and International
Agreements alike agree we should limit warming to 2°C even though this itself, may be too

great an increase to protect our planetary life support systems.

Because of lags in effect, we are already locked into an increase that means we are 4/5ths of
the way to that 2°C limit.

The math tells us that we have only a limited budget of greenhouse gas emissions available
before we reach that limit, and at the current emissions rate we will consume that budget in 13
years, fewer if the business as usual rate of accelerating emissions is followed.

Given the huge stores of greenhouse gases in known fossil fuel reserves, the message is that we
must leave the vast majority of these in the ground.

Criteria for what should be left are identified notably identifying fracked fossil fuels as
particularly profound candidates for leaving.

Given the existence of fugitive emissions and the reality that methane has many times more
global warming impact than carbon dioxide, natural gas is worse than oil or coal as a global

warming agent.

Given the EPA calculation of the social cost of carbon, there is clearly a substantial multi-million
or even multi-billion dollar cost imposed on humans as a result of the direct emissions of gases
from this project, a figure that is multiplied manifold times if the cumulative impact of related cot-3

past, present, and future activities are included.
Wildlife Impacts:

As a result of its passage through USFS and BLM land, especially old growth and late

successional forest, the pipeline is acknowledged to pose a threat to many species of wildlife.

While acknowledging the impact of edge effects and fragmentation, the DEIS inadequately
accounts for these issues,

co1-4
The claim that USFS and BLM Land Management Plan adjustments are adequate to compensate

for the habitat loss imposed by the project is flawed.

Final EIS
COl1 Continued, page 2 of 15
CO1-2 See the response to IND1-2.
CO1-3 See the response to IND1-1.
CO1-4 Edge effects are discussed in sections 4.5.1 and 4.6.1.2. As the

DEIS notes, the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young
trees grow along the edge (page 4-541). There is no on-site
mitigation for the fragmentation and edge effect that would be
created by the maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation
portion of the pipeline corridor. These effects would remain for the
life of the pipeline. The BLM and Forest Service however have
proposed compensatory mitigations such as road decommissioning
that would offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to
4-208 for a discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing
effects of edge and fragmentation).
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Cost-Benefit Analysis:

The DEIS measure corporate profit and local economic gain as the benefit (recognized in the
DEIS as 105 local long term jobs), but fails completely to balance this against the national cost in
terms of wildlife losses, or the global cost of greenhouse gas emissions.

Conclusion:

While FERC is authorized and responsible to assess the cumulative environmental impact of this
project against the benefits accruing from it if completed, the DEIS completely fails to offer any
analysis of the global warming impact of the project, and thus ignores its major impact.

Regrettably, the DEIS appears to have been developed with a view to justifying the project
rather than with a view to assessing genuinely whether an objective cost-benefit analysis would

suggest it is in the public interest.

Comments

Preamble:

| am a retired biologist, in fact a retired Conservation Biologist. As a result, | am deeply
concerned not only about humans, but also about lions and tigers and bears, and, yes, even
birds and invertebrates. | am also an environmentalist. But, although these values color my
judgment, it is not primarily in this context that | submit comments on the proposed Jordan
Cove LNG Export Terminal and Pacific Connector Natural Gas Pipeline Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

Rather, | submit comments on behalf of those who are unable to offer their comments. | refer
to children —both those as yet unborn and those who are too young to know what is happening
and how it is relevant to them. All of us, especially those with children and grandchildren have
a responsibility to consider, in all our decisions, the planet that we pass on to the future. The
defining problem of our era is unquestionably human-induced global warming and the climate
chaos it is inducing. The purpose of this submission is primarily to request that the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission take this responsibility seriously and deeply to heart when
making a decision on these natural gas proposals.

The Role of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

It is encouraging to see that FERC (2014, P. 3-63) states “The Commission will consider the
need and public benefit of this Project when making its decision on whether or not to authorize
it, as documented in the Project Order.”

CO1-5

Co1-6

co1-7

COl1 Continued, page 3 of 15

CO1-5 The DEIS does not measure corporate profits. In fact, if the
Commission authorizes the Project, it is possible that the Order
would contain a rate base that restricts profits.

CO1-6 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of
the DEIS. Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12.
Also, see the comment previous comment response.

CO1-7 The EIS is not a decision-document, and does not justify the
project. Instead, it discloses environmental impacts. The FERC
does not engage in cost-benefit analyses, as such. Instead, the
Commission developed a “Certificate Policy Statement”
(Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88
FERC 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC 61,128, and further
clarified in 92 61,094 (2000)) that established criteria for
determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and
whether the proposed project would serve the public interest. The
Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding whether or
not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the Commissioners must
balance public benefits against potential adverse economic and
environmental consequences. The DEIS discloses the potential
impacts of construction and operation of the Project on
environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and outlines
measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate those impacts. The EIS also discloses benefits of the
Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax
bases.
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CO1 Continued, page 4 of 15

However, as the document unfolds, there seems to be some confusion about what exactly lies
within the purview of FERC in this DEIS; what criteria allow FERC to decide ‘the need and public
benefit.”

Weismann and Webb (2014) point out regarding FERC responsibilities in the case of Interstate
MNatural Gas Pipelines: “In reaching a final determination on whether a project will be in the
public convenience and necessity, the Commission performs a flexible balancing process during
which it weighs the factors presented in a particular application, Among the factors that the
Commission considers in the balancing process are the proposal’s market support, economic,
operational and competitive benefils, and environmental impacts.” (emphasis mine)

In stating its role in the DEIS evaluation, FERC (2014 p 1-1) points out that it is the lead agency
for preparing a DEIS in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In this
regard, Weissmann and Webb (2014) point out that a 2012 memorandum from the Council of
Environmental Quality (CEQ) to federal agencies recommended that they consider cumulative
impacts of the greenhouse gas emissions of a project (emphasis mine). Lest there be any doubt
about the relevance of assessing greenhouse gas emissions, the Supreme Court decision in

2007 held that greenhouse gases are air pollutants for the purposes of the Clean Air Act.
Notably, meeting the requirements of the Clean Air Act is one criterion that FERC acknowledges
is its responsibility in undertaking the environmental assessment.

To confirm that greenhouse gas emissions should be considered, President Obama’s then CEQ
Chairwoman Nancy Sutley stated in 2014: “most agencies already recognize that they need to
consider greenhouse gas emissions as an environmental effect under NEPA and need to
consider to what extent they need to analyze that as part of their NEPA review..." (Chemnick
2014).

The evidence suggests emphatically that consideration of greenhouse gas emissions should be
prominent in the FERC analysis of the project.

Additionally the FERC ({2014 p 1-14) DEIS states: “In addition to complying with the NEPA, our
purposes for preparing this DEIS include:

» a description and evaluation of reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions that would
avoid or minimize adverse effects on the environment;

= the identification and assessment of the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on
the natural and human environment that would result from implementation of the proposed
actions;

» the identification and recommendations for specific mitigation measures, as necessary, to
avoid or minimize significant environmental effects; and

* the involvement of the public, other agencies, and interested stakeholders in the
environmental review process.”
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CO1-8 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of

the DEIS.
In relation to what constitutes cumulative impacts, FERC {2014 P 4-997) itself defines
cumulative effects as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental CO1-9 See responses to IND6-1 and IND7-2.

impact of the action [i.e. this proposal] when added to other past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person COl-lO See response tO COl-l
undertakes such actions.”
cot-é
This implies quite clearly, and as apparently acknowledged by FERC, that the DEIS should
consider cumulative environmental impacts outside the immediate jurisdiction of this project
(emphasis mine).

In conflict with this interpretation, FERC (2014) repeatedly makes the case in its DEIS that its
purview is too narrow to allow considering cumulative environmental impacts of this and
correlated activities.

In rejecting the need to explore climate change implications of the project, FERC (2014, P 1-20)
precludes consideration of ‘out-of-scope’ issues such as: “the need to export LNG; horizontal
hydraulic drilling through shale formations during exploration for natural gas (often referred to
as “fracking”); induced production of natural gas; "life-cycle” cumulative environmental impacts
associated with the entire LNG export process..."”

FERC (2014, P1-21) further argues “The ‘life-cycle’ cumulative environmental impacts, from
exploration, production, and gathering of natural gas; transportation to Pacific Connector; and
shipment of LNG overseas from the Jordan Cove terminal are far beyond the jurisdictional
authority of the FERC or the activities directly related to the Project.”

It is confusing, then, to discover that some non-jurisdictional issues are open to consideration:
“Our analysis in this EIS focuses on facilities and actions that are under the FERC's jurisdiction.
However, this EIS also analyzes the potential environmental impacts resulting from non-
jurisdictional connected actions...” (FERC 2014, P, 1-15).

Despite this argument against even considering highly relevant cumulative impacts of this and
related projects, the DEIS looks briefly at the possibility that the pipeline and export facility
might induce additional natural gas extraction and hydraulic fracturing (fracking). This
consideration is swiftly closed, however, as FERC (2014, P 1 - 21) clairns that:
additional natural gas production is not a “reasonably foreseeable” indirect effect of the

induced or
CO1-10

Project, and is not addressed...”

This claim is counter-intuitive for two reasons:
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CO1-11 The Pacific Connector pipeline is designed to deliver 1.04 billion

1) Ifincreased production is not an implicit reason for the project, and “existing CUbIC feet Of natural gas per day (bCf/d) to the \]Ordan COVe
Fran?missiorf pipelines in thé westérn states aré underutilized” (FERC 2014, P1—21? there termlnal, Where JOI‘dan Cove COU|d use that gas to produce a
is prima facie no need for this project. The logical conclusion to be drawn from this . - .
discussion is either: the pipeline will stimulate new production for which current maximum Of 68 mllllon metrlc tons Of LNG per annum (M MTPA)
transmission lines are insufficient OR the pipeline is not necessary. E5T See \]anuary 15, 2015 flllng Wlth the FERC by Jordan COVe.
Contd
2) Inits order conditionally granting long term multi-contract authorization to export COl_lz See the response to I N Dl_l

Liquefied Natural Gas from Jordan Cove, the Department of Energy (DOE 2014, P 21-22)
states: “According to Jordan Cove, this ... [project]... will support increased production of
natural gas from shale formations ....” Clearly, for Jordan Cove itself, increased natural
gas production is an integral and assumed component of the project.

In the former context, the discussion of existing pipelines (FERC 2014, P. 3-3/5) is either
incomplete or suggests that insufficient natural gas is arriving in Malin to meet the project
objective. Furthermore, it indicates that there exists insufficient pipeline to transport the cot11
desired amount of gas to the west coast. If this is the case, the math dictates that this pipeline
must seek more natural gas than is currently available to meet its objective. Contrary to the
FERC (2014) claim above, the pipeline must stimulate further extraction if its stated objective is

to be met.

Even if the DEIS were to ignore completely the cumulative greenhouse gas impact of correlated
activities associated with the project (i.e fracked natural gas and natural gas combustion), in
terms of the direct emissions of greenhouse gases from the Jordan Cove Export Terminal itself,
FERC (2014 P4-895) concludes carbon dioxide and equivalent gas emissions would reach over
2.1 million tons annually. It has been widely reported (Sickinger 2014) that this will make the
terminal soon one of the largest, if not the largest, emitter of greenhouse gases in the state of Sz
Oregon. Natural gas systems are identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as
the largest methane emitting activities (EPA 2013b), though even these EPA data have been
questioned as considerably underestimating emissions (Miller et al. 2013). With emissions
occurring mainly at compressor and meter stations, of which nine are indicated in the proposal
(FERC 2014 1 — 10/11), this project would undoubtedly directly contribute substantially to the
global warming problem. Although FERC (2014 p 4-835) reports only 149 metric tons per year
of COze emissions from the pipeline, nearly 130,000 Metric tons per annum would result from

the stations along its route.

In 2007, the Oregon legislature approved a plan (HB3543) to reduce the state’s greenhouse gas
emissions such that by 2020 these should be 10% below 1990 levels and by 2050, 75% below
1990 levels (http://www.keeporegoncool.org/content/goals-getting-there). Commenting on
the role of fossil fuel exports through the Pacific Northwest, Angus Duncan (Chair of the
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CO01-13 There is no "error" and as IPCC notes there is no unique "correct"
Governor's Global Warming Commission charged with developing a road map to achieve these data I PCC aISO |dent|f|es that the GTP met“c |ncorporates more
goals) remarked: “Whether it’s coal exports or LNG, to the extent Oregon has the ability to knOWIedge thaﬂ the GWP met“c Va|ueS Of theSE metI’IC range
resist, impede, or slow these things down, we should be doing that.” . i N

anywhere from 4 to 84 depending on what metric is used and IPCC

DEIS Errors: acknowledges that there is no technical basis for picking any of
In discussing the impact of methane on global warming, FERC (2014, P 4-894) identifies the these ValUES over the OtherS PiCking any Of the 100'year Va|UES iS
relative Global Warming Potential (GWP) of this gas compared to carbon dioxide as 21. defensible insofar as they represent m|dp0|nts in the range. For the
Unfortunately, and importantly, this value is considerably out of date. The |atest Sake Of COHSIStenCy, StatES SUCh as Ca||f0m|a Stl|| use the 21 Value
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Report (IPCC 2013) concluded that the 100 year . . .
GWP for methane is 35 while the 20 year GWP is 84 —86. Compounding this error, the FERC oTa n thelr reQUIatory programsv and the Chart Of data from Oregon IS
DEIS (2014, P 4-895) states that “For purposes of consistency” it uses data from the IPCC AR2 also based on the 21 value. Discussion on GWP and GTP has been
{1995), report. There can be absolutely no excuse for basing the evaluation of such an updated
important proposal as this on data that are known to be out of date. To gain any credibility in ’
this discussion, the correct data should be used. CO1-14 The study that found the global warming potential of LNG exported
In the same section {FERC 2014 p 4-895), based on an outdated study of natural gas imports, fl’0m the Gulf CoaSt and bumed in an e|eCtriC plant in China tO be
there is an attempt to justify the argument that Liquefied Natural Gas exported to China |eSS than that Of Coa| produced in China or natura' gas p|ped in from
represents a greenhouse .gas emléswon r.eductlon over coal combustion, Nc.v‘t only does tha?; Russia was I’ecenﬂy produced for the DOE by the National Energy
study evaluate a totally different issue, it also predates the research reporting how extensive
and destructive are fugitive emissions from natural gas. If the DEIS authors wish to evaluate the TeChnOIOQy Laboratory (N ETL, Skone, T., et al., 29 May 2014,
relative merits of burning liquefied natural gas versus coal, they should, at least, use current S Llfe CyCIe Greenhouse GaS PerSpeCtive on EXpOI’ting quuefled
data. Furthermore, the claim that North American LNG would replace coal combustion in -
China requires the assumption that the availability of this natural gas would not simply Natural Gas from the Unlted States)'
stimulate further power plant construction but would replace coal fired power plants. This is
exactly the kind of conclusion (this one made on the basis of flimsy outdated evidence) that
FERC (2014, P 1-21) declined to make about the project encouraging increased natural gas
extraction even when Jordan Cove asserted that it would encourage increased natural gas
extraction.

There can be no doubt that this collective proposal would contribute substantially to a

deteriorating global climate, a consequence that FERC should be evaluating,
The Global Warming Issue:

There is much about the universe that we do not know. On the other hand, there is much that
we do know. The arena of climate science tells us, with as high a confidence as science ever
tells us anything, that our planet is warming rapidly, and that human-induced emissions of
greenhouse gases, from a variety of our behaviors, are contributing to this problem. The

leading cause for these emissions, however, is undoubtedly our consumption of fossil fuels.
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Itis assuredly inconvenient to be forced by the evidence to have to acknowledge our
culpability, but we cannot escape this conclusion. The evidence is clear that our planet has
already warmed 0.8°C since the 1880s (Carlowicz 2010} and that our emissions to date have
locked us into a further equal temperature increase [Dixon 2001). This means we are locked
into approximately an overall 1.6%C increase above 1800 temperatures.

While it is unclear exactly what amount of warming would result in the unleashing of an array
of positive feedback loops that will cause runaway warming, or what amount of warming will
devastate our natural life support ecosystems, and our agriculture, forestry, and fisheries, the
evidence suggests that a rise beyond 2°C s unquestionably too risky, As a result, many
organizations, from the World Bank (2012, 2013, 2014 to the International Energy Agency [IEA
2009) agree that we must stay below 2°C. Meanwhile, when the International 2009
Copenhagen Accord was forged (UN 2009), it also stated that this increase must be our upper
limit for global warming. Others argue, however, that even this may well be far too risky a
temperature increase to protect our global systems (e.z. Hansen et al. 2013).

The data indicate that, in terms of global temperature, because of our emissions, to date we
are already 4/Sths of the way to that upper limit. If we are serious about protecting the
livability of this planet for future generations, we absolutely must take whatever steps are
necessary to minimize our further emissions of greenhouse gases, Calculations indicating how
much carbon dioxide and equivalent gases we can emit without crossing that critical threshold
indicate we have a budget of about 500 gigatons (=billions of tons) by which time we must have
stopped these emissions and transitioned completely to non- carbon energy sources. The math
further tells us that at the current rate of fossil fuel use of about 35 gigatons (Carbon Budget
2014), we will have exhausted that budget in 13 years. Of course, we have fewer years if we
follow the ‘business as usual’ trajectory of accelerating rather than decreasing emissions. (See,
for example, Bagley 2013 and Meinhausen et al. 2009)

Unfortunately, we have many times maore tons of greenhouse gases in known fossil fuel
reserves than we can emit if we take our responsibility to future generation seriously.

The message is clear: we must leave many of these reserves in the ground if our children and
grandchildren are important to us. Estimates suggest the proportion of known reserves we
need to leave in the ground is in the 2/3™ (IEA 2009) to 4/5" (IEA 2012) range (see also UN
Climate Chief Figueres, in Morales 2014).

Clearly, we need both the criteria to decide which should be left, and the sanity to leave them. CO-15

My suggestion is that the reserves to be left behind should be:

1) Those for which the Energy Returned on Energy Invested (EROEI) is lowest, and

COl1 Continued, page 8 of 15

CO1-15 Comments about production from oil sands or fracking methods to
produce natural gas are not related to the environmental impacts
associated with this Project. It is the Department of Energy, not the
FERC, that regulates the U.S. Energy policy. See response to

IND6-1 and IND1-3.
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CO1-16 See the response to IND1-2.

2) Those the extraction and transportation of which pose environmental and human health
e Co1-17 See the response to IND1-2.
Applying these criteria leads to the conclusion that tar sands and oil shale fuels [failing the first %01;]15 CO1-18 The BLM and USFS haVe proposed Site'SpeCiﬁC amend ments to
criterion) should be left, while hydraulically fractured or “fracked’ fuels (failing the second S some Of the management direction in their LMPs but are not
criterion) should also be left. While there is no such thing as a totally benign energy source, proposing any reViSionS Of their LM PS fOI‘ the PCGP prOjeCt The

clearly some are substantially worse than others.

purpose of the proposed reallocation of matrix lands to Late
Successional Reserves (LSR) is to maintain or increase the amount

‘We appreciate the extreme problems, in terms of carbon dioxide emissions, caused by burning
coal and oil, but claims promoted by natural gas corporations suggest that their product is less

harmful. While it is true that burning methane (natural gas) releases much less carbon dioxide of late-successional/old grOVVth (LSOG) forest within the LSR
than burning coal or oil, it is also the case that methane has a 100 year Global Warming SyStem to maintain tne Integrlty Of the LSRS (See DElS SecC.
Potential 35 times, and a 20 year GWP 84 — 86 times, that of carbon dioxide. This property H

would not be critical except for the reality that natural gas leaks, Because of its profoundly — 4136) The DEIS recanlze.s that LSOG foreSt WOU.Id be IOSt and
greater warming impact, not much methane has to leak before the combustion benefit is totally the construction Of the plpellne WOUId reSUIt n Iong-term
negated. In fact, if leakage is greater than about 2 — 3%, the threshold is crossed, and natural (permanent) adverse impaCtS to wildlife Species dependent on
gas becomes worse than coal as a global warming agent, Recent studies, such as those LSOG forest (See DElS sec. 45’ 46’ 47)

reported by Howarth (2014), show that in reality fugitive emissions from extraction source
through transmission, to the site of combustion often considerably exceed this threshold. Asa
result, shale and fracked natural gas can be much worse than coal as a global warming agent.

‘When evaluating whether a project involving fossil fuel extraction, transport, export or
utilization serves the public good, it is critical that consideration be given to the social cost of
the emissions resulting from leakage and combustion of that fuel. It matters, of course, not
one whit whether that fuel is burned locally or overseas, the global warming impact is identical.

Depending on the Discount rate used, EPA has estimated that the social cost of carbon Con-17
emissions ranges from 512 to $116 per ton of carbon dioxide emitted (EPA 2013a). Since
methane is so much more potent, we would have to infer that its social cost ranges much
higher from 5420 or 51020 (12*35 or 85) to $4060 or $9860 (116* 35 or 85) per ton emitted.
Surely it is time for us to stop allowing carbon pollution of whatever kind to be released into
our atmosphere without any penalty or even without any consideration given to weighing the

benefits of proposed projects against that social cost.

As we collectively try to address the problem of global warming we have to appreciate that
there exists no magic bullet — no easy solution. As the Jordan Cove [ Pacific Connector Projects
are evaluated, we should examine their potential global warming impact.

Wildlife Impacts:

The Pacific Connector Pipeline route is anticipated to cross over 70 miles {approximately a third
CO1-18
of the pipeline length) of USFS and BLM land, requiring of those agencies extensive revisions to

9
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Land Management Plans to accommodate the project. Among these miles can be found
considerable late successional Forest protected as Late Successional Reserves. Indeed, 10% of
the total pipeline length crosses such reserves. To accommodate the destruction of tracts of
these forests the agencies are expected undertake considerable re-designation of Late
Successional/Old Growth Forest to Reserve status. This designation shell game may well create
the impression of mitigation, but it does not alter the fact that despite extensive plans designed
to mitigate impacts on wildlife, considerable acreage of actual old growth forest and species
habitat will be lost.

One critical aspect of the impact that is discussed, concerns the edge effect. Adjacent to an
edge, the impact of penetrating light and humidity loss can extend considerable distance into
the forest compromising habitat for forest interior species. Edge effects are estimated to
penetrate 100m into Late Successional Old Growth forests and twice tree height for younger
forests (FERC 2014, P. 4-160). This means the biological effect of the pipeline corridor is far
wider than its basic width. Edge effect also depends on topography (FERC 2014, P4-469).
Because of these edge effects, the acreage affected is also double or triple that reported.
Interestingly, however, the bird discussion (FERC 2014, P 5-524) omits altogether the impact of
increased edge on forest interior species. Instead, there is the naive and simplistic focus on
how edge increases local rather than landscape diversity. It is recognized later, however [FERC
2014, P 4-541), that this diversity is due to generalists not forest interior specialists. In terms of
landscape assessment, the loss of forest interior habitat will cause a depression in species
richness,

Another serious consequence of this project is fragmentation (FERC 2014, P 4-68) which
compromises wildlife habitat throughout the route as the pipeline divides forest into small
patches. Many species require extensive areas of unbroken hahitat in order to maintain
population viability. Dissecting large tracts of forest habitat with a pipeline corridor into small
fragments compromises the habitat requirements of such species. The combined effects of
fragmentation and increased edge effect {which will be permanent since the center line of the
corridor will always be managed as a treeless strip with low vegetation) are impacts for which
no ritigation is possible.

It is not clear that the BLM and USFS amendments (FERC 2014, P 4-50 onwards) being taken to
turn matrix forest into an artificially created late successional stand (spreading course wood
debris and creating snags) comprises any more than the creation of a structural system with old
growth appearance rather than a genuine old growth stand that has achieved that status
through natural maturation,

The FERC DEIS (2014 P 4-38) acknowledges that it “would result in impacts to 62 species on 386
known sites” across the BLM and USFS lands in Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Klamath Counties. It

10

co1-18
Cont'd

COo1-19

CO-20

co1-21

cot-22

Co1

Continued, page 10 of 15

CO1-19

CO1-20

CO1-21

CO1-22

Edge effects are discussed in section 4.6.1.2. As the comment
notes, the effect extends into the adjacent forest. As the DEIS notes,
the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young trees grow
along the edge (page 4-541).

Edge effects are discussed in sections 4.5.1 and 4.6.1.2. As the
DEIS notes, the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young
trees grow along the edge (page 4-541). There is no on-site
mitigation for the fragmentation and edge effect that would be
created by the maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation
portion of the pipeline corridor. These effects would remain for the
life of the pipeline. The BLM and Forest Service however have
proposed off-site mitigations such as road decommissioning that
would offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to 4-
208 for a discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing
effects of edge and fragmentation).

The proposed mitigation actions of spreading course woody debris
and creating snags are discussed in Table 2.1.4-1 of the DEIS. The
purpose of these actions is to partially offset the loss of large woody
debris and snags that would result from the construction of the
pipeline. The proposed amendments of reallocating matrix lands
to LSR would add late successional stands to the LSR system (see
Table 4.1.3.7-12 for a comparison of the amount of LSOG forest
impacted directly and indirectly by the pipeline and the amount of
LSOG forest reallocated to the LSR system). The matrix areas
proposed for reallocation to LSR were selected by Agency
biologists familiar with the landscapes and high quality LSOG
habitat was one of the primary factors considered.

The DEIS on page 4-40 states "This means that for BLM and NFS
lands within the project area, individual sites of S&M species may
be impacted or lost to construction clearing, but affected species
are expected to persist within the range of the NSO despite the loss
of these individual sites." The next sentence explained that the
detailed analysis for species persistence was contained in section
4.7.4 of the DEIS and in Appendix K.
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is simply asserted FERC {2014, P.4-40), without evidence, that these adjustments do not
detrimentally impact the target species. The DEIS (FERC P. 5-15) further acknowledges that the
project would negatively impact 11 Threatened, Endangered or Other Status Species.
Compensating for the loss of habitat and impacts on these species the BLM and USFS agree to
modify their Land Management Plans to accommodate the pipeline project. Although FERC
(2014, P.4-40) claims that these amendments would be “specific to the Pacific Connector
pipeline and would not be related to any other utility corridor project” the unfortunate
precedent of establishing an exemption for corporate profit alone is established.

BLM and USFS Land Management Plans have been developed following extensive planning and
discussion. They are designed to afford best management for forest health and species
maintenance, They are not trivial paper exercises to be adjusted at the whim of, and merely to
serve, the benefit of corporate executives in the fossil fuel industry. Treating Land
Management Plans in such cavalier fashion sets an incredibly bad precedent; it creates the
impression that such plans can be abrogated for no sound public interest purpose.

Throughout the discussion of effects FERC {2014) offers the claim of minimal impact (as in the
Diminished Visual Quality Objective impacts) (P. 4 — 43/44), or allows waivers from
requirements as in soil condition (P. 4-56) for compaction.

The guestions that are troubling are these: Is there some proportion of wildlife habitat that it's
acceptable to destroy and some number of Endangered Species that it's acceptable to
compromise in order to promote corporate profit? If, every time we weigh the protection of
habitat against corporate profit, we decide in favor of the latter, we totally undermine the
purpose of the Endangered Species Act. When a project has so little social benefit and such
immense social cost, we should not compromise our commitment to wildlife conservation.

A Brief Cost-Benefit Analysis:

Since the project is entirely designed to export natural gas, there is no domestic benefit to be
gained in terms of increased local energy supplies. Profits from the export facility will accrue to
the proposers, Veresen, Inc, of Calgary, Alberta and The Williams Companies, Inc. of Oklahoma
and Calgary.

In terms of cost-benefit analysis, the primary equation seems to measure the local economic
benefit against the global economic climate cost.

There is certain to accrue to local communities a small employment benefit from this project.
For example, during the construction of the terminal (FERC 2014, P. 4 -787) 14% of the
employees amounting to an average of 130 will be local hires, the rest coming from elsewhere
(prabably CA or WA). For the pipeline, the average local workforee of 140 represents 50% of
the total hires (FERC 2014, P. 4 -807). Then, when completed, the terminal will employ 145, of
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CO1-24

CO1-25
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The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS
LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS. Specifically the
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe
the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for
NFMA at 36 CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending
USFS LMPs. The proposed amendments would not apply to any
other project. Other projects that may be proposed in the future
will  require case-by-case analysis under the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Your objection to amending the land management plans for the
PCGP is noted. However we disagree that the analysis considering
LMP amendments in the DEIS is a trivial paper exercise or is
treating LMPs in a cavalier fashion.  Considering LMP
amendments on a case by case basis for a utility right-of-way
project is consistent with BLM/FS agency land management
planning guidance (FLPMA and NFMA).

See response to CO1-5.

The socioeconomic benefits of the Project, including job creation,
are discussed in section 4.9 of the DEIS.
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CO1-27 See the response to IND1.
whom 100 will be local and the pipeline permanent staff will be five (5) (FERC 2014, P. 4 -807), COl—28 See response to IND3'2 and IND3'3

giving a grand total of maybe 105 jobs for the local workforce. Although undoubtedly to those Cccéllzds
finding employment, the benefit of the project are substantial, this benefit must be weighed

against the costs of the project.

Assuming very conservatively, that the only emissions from the project will be those outlined in
the report (FERC 2014, P4-895) of 2.1 million tons of carbon dioxide and equivalent gases, and
assuming that the social cost of carbon is reflected in the EPA calculation (EPA 2013a), the
social climate cost of the project can be calculated as between $25.2 and $243.6 million
annually. Of course, the indirect costs associated with increased production of fracked natural
gas, the cost of fugitive methane leaks likely to increase as the project ages, and the cost of
combustion of this fossil fuel overseas are not accounted in this estimate and will be multi — i
billions of dollars. Furthermore, these estimates do not include the incalculable cost in loss of
forest and wildlife habitat.

In 2014, with the knowledge that we have regarding the hazards of global warming, we should
be evaluating every individual and collective action we take in terms of its potential

contribution to this defining problem of our era. This DEIS simply evades its responsibility to
undertake such an analysis.

Concluding Remarks:

There can be little doubt that the combined Jordan Cove Export Terminal and Pacific Connector
Pipeline Proposal will contribute substantially to the emissions of greenhouse gases — both
directly in Oregon and indirectly elsewhere in the U.S and overseas. The evidence suggests that
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission is authorized to undertake a full accounting of the
project and its cumulative impact on greenhouse gas emissions in company with other
correlated projects and activities, and find that this project overall does not serve the public
interest. Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to take into consideration the true costs imposed on the
planet and future generations of inhabitants by this project. On behalf of the hundreds of
volunteers with Southern Oregon Climate Action Now | urge the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to revisit this project and undertake a full accounting of the cumulative
greenhouse gas emission caused directly and indirectly by this project. In particular, the
question is whether the public interest is served by promoting yet more greenhouse gas

emissions.

Regrettably, this DEIS appears to have been written with the goal of approval in mind, rather
than with an objective evaluation of the Public Benefits vs Public Costs as its goal. There €ot-28
appears to be no evaluation of this anywhere in the DEIS. | strongly urge FERC to revisit the

proposals with a views to evaluating accurately the social cost against the public benefit.
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20150210-5151 FERC PDF (Unof ficiall 2/10/2015 2:10:38 - CO2 Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center, Richard K. Nawa
C02-1 The statement in the DEIS quoted in your comment is accurate.
KS Wild The erosion control measures are expected to be effective in
c Wilc reducing sedimentation to levels that are within the natural range
of variability at the watershed level, based on FERC's experience
February 10, 2015 with many pipeline projects.

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: OEP/DG2E/Gas 3

Jordan Cove Energy Project,L.P.
Docket No. CP13-483-000
FERC/EIS-0256D

Dear Kimberly D. Bose:
We provide the following substantive comments for your response and consiceration.

1. The DEIS is inadequate (i.e. defective) as a basis for preparation of a Biclogical
Assessment for fishes (e.g. federally listed coho salmon) and other aguatic
species because it is not based on the best available science.

a. Sediment impacts te miles of stream habitat are not adequately disclosed.
The DEIS 4-73 identifies three project phases when sediment could be created.
Corridor Clearing and Construction

The DEIS 4-73 falsely asserts that "as a result of application of the measures in the
ECRP, soil erosion and sediment transport during corridor clearing and construction is
expected to be minor and within the range of natural variability of the watersheds
where the action occurs”. First, the use of qualitative and subjective descriptors (e.g.
“minor”) is not adeguate technical analysis for a project of this size and variability.
Corridor clearing an steep erosive slopes is certain to generate more sediment than the
same action on stable flat ground. The DEIS is defective because it fails to estimate the
amounts of sediment generated from clearing and construction. Sediment generated
from forest clearing (i.c. logging) on steep tc hy is well do even with
the measures icentified (DEIS 4-73). For example, the DEIS 4-73 cites Robichaud et al.
{2000) to assert that silt fences are 90-95 percent efficient in trapping sediment. Even
if this trapping efficiency is true for Corridor Clearing and Construction, this means that
up to 10% of the sediment generated by the project will reach streams. Ten percent
delivery of sediment from a large disturbance area is likely to be significant for
spawning coho salmon in very small streams.
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Methods and models are available for estimating volumes (i.e. cubic yards) of sediment
generated from clearing (aka logging), road building, road use with heavy equipment,
and large scale excavations. Quantitative analysis commensurate with the scale of
disturbance [woc acres of initial deforestation, xx miles of temp. road, millions of cubic
yards excavated ) would reveal a range of sediment amounts generated for each
pipeline segment based on site characteristics. Some pipeline segments, but certainly
not all, may warrant a “minor” descriptor .

Scientific Controversy/Uncertainty about effectiveness of erosion control measures not
addressed

The DEIS fails to acknowledge severe sedimentation of streams caused by the
construction of a much smaller gas pipeline from Roseburg to Coos Bay. [See attached
Register Guard Article dated 7/25/2004 “Enterprise goes Sour®) . The DEIS fails to
discuss scientific uncertainty and scientific controversy regarding the effectiveness of
sediment control measures identified in the DEIS. Since sediment control measures
failed catastrophically during the construction of a previous gas pipeline, similar
sediment discharges would be expected for this gas pipeline because this pipeline
traverses the same unstable steep terrain, this pipe is much larger, and the area of
deforestation is much larger. The DEIS fails to address the credibility issue surrounding
gas pipeline construction in southwest Oregon and associated severe sediment impacts
to many miles of coho salmon streams. Assertions of “minor” sediment impacts for
this pipeline are not scientifically or empirically substantiated.

Assertions of compliance with laws and regulations do not constitute science based
disclosure of sediment impacts

The DEIS 4-73 falsely states “As a result of application of the measures in the ECRP, soil
erosion and sediment transport during corridor clearing and construction is expected
o be minor and within the range of natural variability of the watersheds where the
action occurs” (emphasis added).

The reference to “the range of natural variability” is in the context of compliance with
the NFS/BLM ACS. Assertions of compliance with the ACS does not exempt the DEIS
from disclosing in plain English what the sediment impacts to miles of stream actually
are. Furthermere, the best available science strongly suggests that the watersheds and
stream channels traversed by the pipeline west of the Cascades are already degraded
to a condition outside the “the range of natural variability” due to previous and
ongoing logging and road building (see Columbaroli and Gavin 2010, attached). Since
the 1950s sedimentation of streamns has increased S fold due to logging and road
building which is far greater than any sediment episede in the past 2,000 years. This
means that any further human related deposition of sediment [i.e. pipeline
construction) will cause an undisclosed number stream miles to be further cutside the
“the range of natural variability”. The watersheds and critical coho salmon habitat
impacted by the pipeline have no buffering capacity for additional sediment from
pipeline construction due ta historic and ongoing logging.

The DEIS fails to disclose the estimated amount of sediment discharged into streams
from blasting and associated turbidity and suspended sediment. See DEIS 4.2.25
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The smaller gas distribution pipeline permitted and built under
local authority was not a FERC project. It was not constructed
under the same high standards as pipelines authorized by FERC.
The authorizing entities did not have the same level of experience
and expertise as FERC. Also, the pipeline between Roseburg and
Coos Bay did not undergo years of siting studies, this resulted in
construction problems. Pacific Connector pipeline routing studies
have been under development for several years.

The Roseburg to Coos Bay pipeline was a county project. It was
not overseen by FERC and did not have the same level of analysis
as FERC projects. The two projects are not comparable.
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Blasting During Trench Excavation, This entire section is written from the perspective of
impacts to human uses and structures and totally ignores the impact of blasting to
increased sediment in streams.

The DEIS: 4-617 and 4-844 indicate that blasting could injure or kill fish, including coha
salmon. The DEIS is not based on the best available science because it did not survey
stream crossings or other areas where blasting could directly affect fish to determine
the species present and densities of fish species that could be affected. ODFW has
standard protocols for establishing juvenile densities in small streams but the DEIS
failed to use them. The DEIS is defective because it did not estimate the numbers cof
fish that could be affected at the 30 sites identified (DEIS 4-844),

The DEIS Is not based on the best available science because it has not established pre-
project quantitative baseline upland erosion rates, baseline stream sedimentation
rates and baseline data for other aquatic parameters for the stream miles that could
be impacted.

The DEIS has not surveyed stream channels at stream crossings for physical and
biclogical parameters. Baseline data for fishes and fish habitat appears limited to
“proposed” pre-canstruction surveys at stream crossings (DEIS 4-608). While we agree
these surveys are needed pricr ta construction, these surveys are inadequate to
establish baseline [pre-construction) stream conditicns above and below stream
crossings. Spawning sites below stream crassings would be subjected to elesvated
sedimentation {DEIS 4-645). Survey techniques are available from ODFW,EPA and USFS
to document habitat conditions for stream miles that could be affected from
cumulative sediment effects during the life of the project. In the absence of baseline
stream inventeries, manitoring of sediment would be limited to anecdotal
observations of ElI's and not be based on the best available science. We further assert
that all stream miles within 6™ or 7™ field watersheds that will have pipeline
construction be stream surveyed with an emphasis on fine sediment deposition, pebble
counts and quality/guantity of spawning/rearing habitat { see Anlauf et al 2011, Firman
etal. 2011). The East Fork Cow Creek is a good example of a smaller stream needing its
own watershed analysis due to multiple pipeline cressings.  Anecdeotal observations of
El's about erosion and turbidity, while necessary, are not sufficient with respect to
“best available science™. Protocols for establishing baseline conditions for streams are
available for NEPA purposes from ODFW, USFS and EPA. The DEIS fails to disclose
expected increases of ercsionfsedimentation because it has not established baseline
conditions for streams and stream reaches at pipeline crossings. The DEIS fails to
repert the erosion rates/sedimentation rates for occupied stream miles for “no
action” and various alternatives or propesed actions.

Scientific monitoring during the life of the project cannot document adverse impacts if
baseline conditions are not established prier to disturbance. The DEIS fails to disclose
its non-scientific strategy of “nc data” to mean “no sediment problem”. Ata
minimum, habitat conditions for critical coho salmon habitat must be surveyed prior to
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The adverse effects of blasting in stream channels are discussed in
4.6.2.3.

The effects that blasting could have on fish is discussed in section
4.6.2.3. See the measures to avoid fish mortality on page 4-618.
Also note that a permit from the state would be required for each
crossing. The applicant has conducted additional detailed surveys
(see updated Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Addendum PCGP
February 13, 2015) of stream crossing considered to have notable
risks of potential problems using the FWS stream crossing protocol
evaluation and will implement procedures to reduce risks at these
sites.  These surveys supply baseline information at sites with
determined risk of channel affects. Detailed monitoring will be
implemented at these and other sites which can be compared to the
pre-project information at these an other sites. As noted in response
to comment CO2-6 below, fifth field watershed level assessment
is commonly used by federal agencies for evaluation of current and
future conditions. There are procedures in place including location
of the route and erosion control and sedimentation plans to control
upland erosion from project actions. Additional monitoring may
be required by ODFW under its permitting process.
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construction to agency protocal standards that would allow for future scientific
menitoring.

The DEIS is not based on the best available science because its sediment analysis
appears to be limited to 5" field watersheds. This scale of analysis is not appropriate
for a linear project that would adversely affect cohe salmon and other fishes that
spawn in 8" and 7 field watersheds. The science issue is that pipeline construction
across, upstream, or upslope of spawning and rearing fish (e.g. coho salmon) will be
impacted due to large scale disturbance an steep slopes that will deliver sediment to
stream channels located below them. Currently, there is ongoing erosion and
sedimentation from the forested areas associated with fish bearing streams.
Deforestation and pipeline construction is certain to increase erosion rates and
increase sedimentation. The science question is how much and where? Repeated
sediment denial in the DEIS with reference to “minor” impacts and repeated
staternents about reliance on anecdotal observations of El's are not "best available
science” when establishing ongoing and post-project sediment impacts to streams
occupied by fish, especially the federally listed coho salmon, Pre- and post- stream
surveys are a science based approach to manitor sediment impacts and the
effectiveness of a suite of mitigations for this large project but none seem to have been
identified in the DEIS.

Stream Channel Crossing

The DEIS 4:599-604 conducted modeling to estimate suspended sediment impacts to
fish associated with stream crossing. These studies demanstrate that the dam and
pump technique (aka dry cut) creates less suspended sediment than wet cut and
effects would be non-lethal. However, there is no certainty that the proposed dam and
pump technique will be used in every stream crossing, The DEIS is not based on the
best available science because it does not require systematic suspended sediment
menitoring during the first phase of construction where impacts are known to be the
greatest due to the large amounts of fine sediments at these stream crossings. While
anecdeotal cbservations by El's are certainly necessary, we assert that sclentific
monitoring of suspended sediment is also warranted for at least the first phase of
construction where fish are at most risk due to high amounts of fine sediment,

The DEIS is not based on the best available science because it fails to adequately
disclose, analyze or monitor fine sediment deposition subsequent to stream crossings.
Increased fine sediment deposition below the stream crossing is likely to despail fish
spawning and rearing habitat. Assertions of "minor” impacts are not science based.

The DEIS 4-74 states:
“A literature review of pipeline stream crossing studies showed this
method to be effective at controlling sediment. During construction, the
crossing site is isclated from the stream by dams, and water is pumped
around the site to maintain downstream flows. When dams and pumps are
removed and the stream is allowed to flow across the crossing site, there
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The DEIS is a science-based document that summarizes years of
studies and considers the extensive research on fish, riparian
habitat, streams and water quality. The fifth-field watershed is
commonly used in the Pacific Northwest for analyzing project
effects. Watershed analyses for fifth-field watersheds completed
by federal agencies are a key component of managing federal lands
under the Northwest Forest Plan and provide a good basis for an
analysis of effects. Mitigation measures are included to reduce
runoff from hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table
2.5.2.1). Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition
monitoring and mitigating (see section 4.62.3) and the extensive
compensatory mitigation in table 2.1.4.1). Additional monitoring
would be required by ODFW under its permitting process.

Water quality monitoring is a component of the state permit, the
state will determine the extent of the monitoring needed. Also, the
federal land management agencies will determine what additional
monitoring is needed for stream crossings on federal land. Section
4.4.2.2 (the Water Quality section) discusses the effects on streams,
including turbidity and sediment control. Additional information
on the effects on streams and fish is found in section 4.6 (Wildlife
and Aquatic Species) and in 4.7 (Threatened, Endangered, and
Other Special Status Species).
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may be a short-term (typically 2 few hours) pulse of sediment that will vary
by substrate type. When compared to sediment mobilized by

natural disturbance events such as fires and high-intensity precipitation,
the sediment created is expected minor, short-term and well within the
range of natural variation and comparable in scale to a minor bank slough.”

Comparing the sediment discharge to natural disturbance events is disingenuous and
misleading because during the summer when stream crossings would occur there are
no natural sediment creating disturbances and streams would be expected to be clear

CO2-8

While summer rains often do result in sediment delivery to streams,
the model assumed average stream conditions, e.g. clear water.
Fish are accustomed to certain levels of disturbance and the
turbidity these events cause. Comparing the Project effects to the
natural range of disturbance effects is consistent with good science.
The DEIS does not state that introducing sediment into clear water
is not without an adverse effect, it simply contrasts the level of

with no natural induced increased sediment. Introducing sediment into a clear stream co28 . N .

during stream crossings is an adverse impact that needs to be quantified with scientific effect Wlth natural rateS Of Sed | mentatlon as modeled .

manitoring and not summarily dismissed with subjective, gualitative and misleading L. ) ) )

descriptors (e.g., “minor”, “within the range of natural variability”). C02-9 Streams are linier; however the pipeline crossing effects a very
The DEIS is net based on best available science because it has not established baseline Sma” portion Of the Stream Iength The DE I S estimates the distance
physical and biclogical conditions at and below stream crossings. The DEIS cannot downstream the Sed | ment WOUId be transported at elevated IeVeI
assert “minor” impacts if it has not established baseline conditions. A project of this . .

size must establish baseline stream conditions for “miles” of stream habitat because of estimates the effects that this would have. Also see the response to
the numerous and variable stream conditions along the pipeline route. the preceding Comment

Stream habitat is linear and needs to analyzed as a linear phenomenon. The DEIS is not p—

based on the best available science because it has not analyzed impacts ta linear
stream miles of fish habitat.

Post-Construction
The DEIS 4-74 states:

“The analysis discloses that in the first year or two following
construction, a minor pulse of sediment could be observed following
the first seasonal rain, but this sediment-laden water is likely to
dissipate within a few hundred feet and would be indistinguishable
from background levels, With the exceptions noted below at MP
119.7, 125.59 and 131.7, this is expected to be a very minor amount
of sediment because of the requirements in the ECRP to establish
and maintain erosion control structures, sediment barriers, effective
ground cover and accomplish rapid revegetation. Pacific Connector
has committed te maintain silt barriers until effective ground cover is
reestablished. Silt fences are 90 to 95 percent efficient at trapping
sediment (Robichaud et al. 2000). As a result of these measures, the
Project corridor is not expected to become a chronic source of fine
sediments.”

The use of qualitative and subjective descriptors [e.g. "minor) is not adequate
technical analysis for a project of this size and variability. Intense winter rainfall on
areas deforested on stesp erosive slopes is certain to generate more sediment than
the same action on stable flat ground (e.g., farm pastures). The DEIS is defective
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because it fails to estimate the amounts of sediment generated from erasion during
intense winter storms where several inches of rain can occur ina few hours. Sediment
generated from forest clearing (i.e. logging) for the pipeline on steep topography is well
documented even with the sediment contral measures identified (DEIS 4-73). The DEIS
4-74 cites Robichaud et al. (2000) to assert that silt fences are 90-95 percent efficient in
trapping sediment. Even if this trapping efficiency is true for post-construction during
intense rainfall, this means that up to 10% of the sediment generated during intense
rainfall will reach streams. Ten percent delivery of sediment from a large disturbance
area is likely to be significant for spawning coho salmon in very small streams.

The DEIS is not based on the best available science because it fails to identify stream
miles that could be affected with elevated sediment lodes post-construction. Except for
stream crossings during construction (DEIS ), the DEIS fzils to estimate the increase in
turbidity (NTUs), the amount of suspended sediment (mg/ml), or the intensity of
sediment laden water that could affect many stream miles located downstream or
down slope of pipeline construction.

The DEIS fails to acknowledge severe post construction sedimentation of streams
caused by the construction of a much smaller gas pipeline from Roseburg to Coos Bay.
(See attached Register Guard Article dated 7/25/2004 "Enterprise goes Sour”] . The
DEIS falls to discuss scientific uncertainty and scientific controversy regarding the
effectiveness of sediment control measures identified in the DEIS for coastal areas with
known potential for catastrophic erosion/fsedimentation, Since sediment contral
measures failed catastraphically during the construction of a previous gas pipeline,
similar sadiment discharges waould be expected for this gas pipeline because this
pipeline traverses the same unstable steep terrain, this pipe is much larger, and the
area of disturbance Is much larger. The DEIS fails to address the credibility issue
surrounding gas pipeline construction in southwest Oregon and associated severe
sediment impacts to coho salmon streams from a previous gas pipeline. Assertions of
“minor” sediment impacts for this pipeline are not scientifically or empirically
substantiated. Cata from pipelines constructed in Washington are not directly
applicable to the Oregon Coast Range geology.

The DEIS fails to acknowledge likely (during the life of the project) catastrophic
sedimentation from landsliding that is associated with pipeline construction or
sedimentation that is greatly exacerbated due to the presence of the pipeline [e.g.,
explosions , fire, loss of stabilizing tree roots and forest cover along pipeline corridor,
need to relocate pipeline). See for example: Seismically Induced Landslides and
Rockfalls (DEIS 4-265); Landslide Hazards (DEIS 4-266); Rapidly Moving Landslide Risk
Assessment (DEIS 4-267); Deep-seated Landslide Risk Assessment [DEIS 4-268-278).

‘We are not asserting that the installation of the pipeline will “cause” landslides,
although it certainly could. What is certain is that the pipeline will exacerbate

i ion of when landslides engulf the pipeline corridor and
debris proceeds downslope to enter stream channels.

The DEIS discussion (DEIS 4: 265-278) is from the perspective of maintaining the
pipeline infrastructure and avaiding damage to private property. The DEIS 4:289 states:
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The DEIS estimates the distance downstream the sediment would
be transported at an elevated level and estimates the effects that this
would have. Monitoring and mitigation would reduce adverse
effects. Mitigation measures are included to reduce runoff from
hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table 2.5.2.1).
Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition monitoring and
mitigating (see section 4.62.3) and the extensive compensatory
mitigation is proposed in table 2.1.4.1). Additional monitoring
would be required by ODFW under its permitting process.

While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a hillslope
failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas to the
extent practical. See the discussion in section 4.2.2.2.

The effects of sediment entering streams from all sources is
analyzed in section 4.6.2.3.
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“Faor the purposes of landslide hazard evaluation in this report, a distinction is made
between the hazard associated with a landslide and the risk associated with that
hazard. In the following discussions, statements of risk apply to the potential for
damage or failure of the pipeline from earth movements. It is recognized that the
conseguences of a pipeline failure may be catastrophic and involve fire and/or
explosion.”

The likely delivery of large amounts of sediment to stream systems from landsliding
during the life of the project is not quantified. High risk stream miles for landslides are
not spatially identified. The DEIS takes the position that landslides are cnly a threat to
the pipeline and ignores the threat to water quality, coho salmen and critical fish
habitat.

The DEIS contains no site specific ercsion control structures that could ameliorate
sedimentation of streams from large landslides. The DEIS fzils to state that eresion
control structures intended for surface erosion (DEIS 4-73) weuld likely be ineffective in
preventing large landslide sediment from reaching stream channels (e.g. sediment
fences). In fact, such erosion control structures could exacerbate the effects or
landslides.

The DEIS 4:612-615 temperature analysis fails to consider landslides (e.g. debris flows,
aka rapid moving landslides) that are either caused or exacerbated by pipeline
construction. Debris flows could destroy shade for stream segments up to a mile or
more of perennial stream as well as coho salmon spawning streams. The DEIS
temperature analysis is nat based on the best available science.

Similarly, the project Is likely to adversely affect proposed critical habitat for ccho
salmaon in the Oregon Coast ESU because debris flows, either caused or exacerbated by
pipeline construction, could seriously degrade many miles of cohe critical habitat over
the life of the project (DEIS 4-645).

The DEIS fails to gquantify post-construction sediment from road construction and  use.
Heavy vehicle use of unpaved access roads during construction will create large
amounts of fines on the road surface that will be washed into streams the following
winter. This fine sediment delivery is likely to be substantial and will significantly add to
baseline sediment. The DEIS appears to lack any specific mitigations for roads that
would disconnect_the sediment laden road surface runcfl from entering streams and
subsequently adversely affecting critical cohe salmon habitat. Dismissing road related
sediment impacts as “minor” due to implementing BMPs is not science based. Even
with BMPs roads are known to be a majer fine sediment sources impacting small coho
streams, Even with watering, large amounts of dust is likely to enter streams as fine
sediment. Dust has been found to be substantial source of fine sediment in heavy use
areas. The DEIS is not based on best available science because it does not disclose the
miles of stream habitat {e.g. critical coho stream miles) that could be impacted by road
construction and heavy rcad use. The DEIS is not based cn best avzilable science
because it fails to identify pre-project surveys to establish baseline conditions for
stream miles that could be affected by increased road related sediment caused by this
project.
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C02-13 The Project includes measures to avoid routing across unstable
areas. While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a
hillslope failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas
to the extent practical. See the discussion of geologic risks in
section 4.2.2.2.

C0O2-14 The Project includes measures to avoid routing across unstable
areas. While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a
hillslope failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas
to the extent practical. See the discussion of geologic risks in
section 4.2.2.2.

C02-15 The project includes limited new road construction. Road use
during operations would be limited to inspections. Roads would be
closed by barriers and Project-related mitigation includes many
miles of road decommissioning (see the mitigation identified in
table 2.5.2.1, as well as other mitigation to reduce to risk of
sediment entering streams.
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ta miles of stream habitat (e.g. critical coho salman habitat).
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CO2-16 Section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS discusses the concerns that
unauthorized OHV use could adversely affect resources. Locations
The DEIS fails to acknowledge that portions of the pipeline corridor will be used by - . .
OHV. Determined OHY users, especially hunters, will find access around boulders of particular concern are listed on page 4-850. The Recreation
B e Management Plan describes measures to control unauthorized use.
and newly planted vegetation. Vehicle ruts will funnel winter flows. Ruts will become R .. R .
gullies delivering more than “minor” amounts of sediment to stream channels. The Sedlment arlSlng from unauthorlzed use that occurs deSplte theSe
DEIS fails to disclose that effective control of OHY will be very difficult due to the Coz1e - - - oy -
remot_eness or_the pipeline corrider and numerous peints of access. The DEIS fails to ContrOI measures IS Un|lk9|y tO haVe a SlgnlflCant eﬁeCt on f|Sh and
BB COREARHAT DGR, BLM R e S OO, would be more than offset by mitigation to reduce sediment from
We assert that expected erosion wn;rol cannot be met if OHV access destroys newly roadS (See table 252 1) .
planted vegetation, damages erosion contrel structures and create ruts, rills and
gullies. Inevitable OHV use will be accompanied with the high risk of introducing POC C02-17 See the above response.
root disease to critical stream habitat. The DEIS fails to disclose that introduction of
the POC root disease waukd decroase share along streams far more then strearm oa 17 C0O2-18 The FEIS has been revised in the relevant sections where these
crossings. Assuming effectiveness of mere boulders to prevent OHV use in SW Oregon i . . R
is naive tosay the least. stream crossings were identified in the DEIS. The referenced text
(DEIS page 4-74, 4-75) in Comment CO2-18 has been deleted in
o ) - i the FEIS based on the fact that the applicant adjusted the route at
The DEIS 4:74 acknowledges 3 exceptions to 1ts assertions about “minar” sediment . . L.
effects: "At MPs 119.7 (Trall Creek Watershed), 126.59 (Shady Cove - Rogue River these locations to avoid these sensitive areas as recommended by
Watershed), and 131.7 (Big Butte Cresk Watershed), the Project, if constructed, would H H
likely became a chronic soﬁrceo[sedimem that may retard ajtlainmenrof ACS FERC n the DEIS (Page 5_30! recommendatlon # 17) The
abjectives at those locations.” We assert that there are many mare exceptions where T 1 1
p|'|::e|ine construction “would likely become a chronic SDUFE[ sedl'ment‘f‘. First, it Co.mmen.ter IS_ InCOrIjECt In the ass.ert.lon . that the Med.ford B LM
appears the DEIS is relying on federal agencies to identify locations “where the Project, coz-a District is unique with reSpeCt to |ndlcat|ng sediment ImpaCtS on
if constructed, would likely become a chronic source of sediment ”. Only the Medford H H H H
BLM district has come fon:rard with field data indicating serious sedl'me:t impacts from federal Ia_'nds' EaCh B LM and FOlreSt SerVICe admlnIStra‘tlve Unlt
pipeline construction. We assert that similar serious sediment producing sites exist cn Systematma”y reviewed each crossing on federal lands and worked
Coos Bay BLM district, Roseburg BLM district, Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest and . . . . .
private land ownerships but these entities have not officially identified sediment issues Wlth FERC tO dlSClOSE the aSSOCIatEd ImpaCtS tO Water qual Ity and
Ll el e solsbikdy Sl other values related to Riparian Reserves within each 5th field
The DEIS 4-289 states “Because the pipeline would cross a predominance of rugged watershed (See Section 4.3.5 and Appendix J for a full discussion
terrain within BLM and NFS lands, there is potential for previcusly unidentified . .
landslides or new landslides to affect the pipeline after it is installed.” Similarly there Of thls toplc) .
are previously unidentified locations “where the Project, if constructed, would likely
become a chronic source of sediment.” Despite these scientific uncertainties, the FERC C02-19 The DEIS does not say that there are no other areas where problems
DEIS takes the indefensibl. ition that si t dis t sites h. b i H H+ H
dentiied by hrd parties, then o otherseist. The DEIS implict“seciment denial” may occur. Rather it identifies known problem areas, requires
position is sn:Iit:nLifica_Ilv indefensible fur_a pr ujr:ifl of this size, The .L)I:I‘_i is !’IUL based on Surveys to |dent|fy any add |t|ona| areas' and |nC|udes measures to
the best available science. The best available science would certainly indicate that . C e . . -
there are other known (but undisclosed) or unknown sites where “the Project, i avoid, minimize and mitigate soil problems. For example, see
constructed, would likely become a chronic source of sediment”™. The DEIS fails to Section 4 2 2 2
discuss the significance of this scientific uncertainty with respect to sediment impacts e

W-83

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

201502105151 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/10/2015 2:10:38 PM CcO2

Continued, page 9 of 11

The DEIS is not based on the best available science because it has not established
quantitative baseline erosion rates, baseline stream sedimentation and baseline data
for other aguatic parameters for the stream miles that could be affected. The DEIS
proposes but has not surveyed stream channels at stream crossings for physical and
biclogical parameters. Protocols for establishing baseline conditions for streams are
available for NEPA purposes fram ODFW, USFS and EPA, The DEIS fails to disclose
expected increases of ercsionfsedimentation because it has not established baseline
conditions for stream miles that could be affected above and below stream crossings.
The DEIS fails to report the baseline erosion rates/sedimentation for stream miles with
“no action” and various alternatives or proposed actions, Scientific monitoring during
the life of the project cannct document adverse impacts if baseline conditions are not
established prior to disturbance.

The DEIS is not based on the best available science because its sediment analysis is at
5" field watersheds that are too large to reveal significant impacts to spawning fish.
This scale of analysis is not appropriate for a linear project that would adversely affect
caoho salmon that spawn in 6 and 7™ field watersheds,

b. The DEIS fails to disclose that impacts to private land stream miles will be
greater than to NFS and BLM stream miles. Due to lower protection
standards, significant impacts are likely on private land stream miles.

The DEIS has numerous instances and whale sections documenting a suite of
protective standards for NFS and BLM lands. Much lower pratective standards for
private lands are explicitly stated or implied.  For example, the DEIS:610 states: “A
riparian strip at least 25 feet wide on private lands and 100 feet wide on federally
managed lands, as measured from the edge of the waterbody, would be
permanently revegetated.” The best available science would clearly show that the
100 ft strip is adequate to protect and restore aquatic resources while a 25 ft strip
is not. We assert that the ACS as negotiated by BLM and NFS is the best available
science (see Frissell et al. 2014 which further supports 100 ft or more buffers ),

The DEIS fails to discuss quantitatively the higher risk or higher expected impacts to
strearmn miles on private lands due to lower and scientifically inadequate protection
standards. The tradeocifs of reduced environmental protection on private lands
wersus increased costs are not made explicit as required by NEPA.

We know that FERC would not allow lesser engineering or safety standards for
pipeline construction on private lands, We assert that the FERC must insist that the
same protective standards for public lands be implemented on adjacent private
lands. Implementaticn, contracting, El monitering, impact assessment, legality, etc.
would be simplified by using the same standards for all land ownerships where
practical, rather than reducing environmental standards on private lands to reduce
short term construction costs while burdening everybody else with conflicting
standards and inevitable stream degradation.

2. The final Coho Salmon Recovery Plan has been released
http:/ fwww.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/recovery/plans /cohasalmon_sonce.pdf,

Page 9of11
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Modeling based on best available science was used to examine this
issue. ODFW baseline information on streams and survey data was
used where available. Also, ODFW would require site-specific
survey information as part of their permitting process.

Riparian buffer widths and other differences between federal and
private lands are the result of differing laws and regulations. These
laws and regulations are not subject to FERC's authority.

Riparian buffer widths and other differences between federal and
private lands are the result of differing laws and regulations. These
laws and regulations are not subject to FERC's authority.

The 1,800-page final recovery plan was issued shortly before the
DEIS was finalized. The DEIS used the draft plan, we reviewed
the final version in preparing the FEIS.
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C02-24 Comment noted.
he must rely on this document as the “best available” science and must review - -
S reraty shoir e ¥ e seecrenrs i refuat el eton Ex lieine o o223 C0O2-25  Section 4.7.1.1 states that wolves have been documented in the area
road construction. crossed by the pipeline. The presence of a wolf in Klamath County
3. We s.ulmtthal P.aciﬂc Connector file with lllf Secretary a oor!lmhment to (Wthh iS Where KenO iS IOcated) iS nOted. SeCtion 47 haS been
B updated to reflect recent wolf activity in the vicinity of the pipeline.
Kt s AT would ke ussigned to WS for As the DEIS states, wolves in the Project area are protected by both
cozas federal and state laws.
We dispute the implied or stated assertion that sediment effects of the proposed . R
action can be fully mitigated on-site. Once pipeline associated sediment is delivered to C02—26 Federal Iy I|Sted Specles are managed by the USFWS. Surveys and
stream channels it cannot be mitigated. The use of log placement to mitigate increased - ... - .. . . A
sediment s not 2 proven technique because of the transient nature of sediment and avoidance, minimization and mitigation requirements will be
the finite ability of log placement ta retain very much sediment. We believe that |dent|f|ed in the BO prepared by the USFWS fO”OW| ng the release
conservation easements on private lands would best secure coho habitat well into the . . .
future and help compensate for despoiled stream miles from pipeline construction. Of the FE I S Oregon Spotted fl’OgS are dISCUSSGd n SeCtlon 47 14
%, TR 253 HRGNELE INEFEMIA W A0 CNEEETY 1 JRINOR 31 by o C0O2-27 The impacts the project would have on red tree voles are discussed
' o in section 4.7.4 of the DEIS (see pages 4-710 to 4-712) and in
The biggest threat to newly arrived wolves in southern Oregon are shooters. We : H H H H H
sugge:tgthat wurke'rs be in:trucbed not to shoot a:w animalgthat resembles 2 large Appendlx K' Th_e reSUItS Of the anaIySIS I_ndlcated th-a'tl desplte
“coyote”. impacts on an estimated 103 red tree vole sites (56 habitat areas),
5. Pacific Connector needs to survey all perennial wetlands and streams east of the remai ni ng SiteS Of the red tree VOIe in the NSO range wou Id
Buck Lake into Kl th County for federally listed O tted frogs that H H H H
e continue to provide a reasonable assurance of species persistence.
Many of the waterbodies being crossed by the pipeline (e.g. Lost River) are historic cozas
habitat for Oregon spotted frogs and some frogs may continue to persist at low
densities at these historic sites. The DEIS 4-652 cannot assume that because critical
habitat has not been identified that Oregon spotted frogs are not present. New
detections of Oregon spotted frogs is likely for Klamath County, especially on private
lands.
6. The DEIS fails to disclose that logging iated with pipeline c ion will
contribute to the need to federally list the red tree vole in southern Oregon.
The DEIS 4:39 states that 103 red tree vole sites will be adversely affected which requires CO2IT
NW forest plan amendments to allow the destruction of habitat and the killing of voles.
This is an unprecedented ameount of take and certainly contributes to reduced viability of
red tree voles in southern Oregon. The red tree vole in southern QOregon is a candidate
species for listing.
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Richard K. Nawa

Staff Ecologist

Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center
PO Box 102

Ashland, OR 97520
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Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. C03-1 See the response to IND43-8.
P.O. Box 101
Roseburg, OR
97470
541 672 7065
uw@umpqua-watersheds.org

“\

Fs

OEP/DG2EfGas 3 €22 P g

Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP. -
Docket NO. CP13-483-000 L
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P.
Dacket No. CP13-492-000
FERC/EIS-0256D

1217115
Dear FERC:

| am the volunteer Conservation Chair for Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. (UW) of Roseburg, CR.
UW Is a volunteer 501 C3 non-profit environmental education, conservation, restoration and
outreach group of some 850 active and interested members.

1 write o request that FERC extend the filing period end date for comments (2/13/15). Asan | ©0!
all-volunteer organization, UW feels that the very size and complexity of the DEIS for the

Jordan Cove and Pagific Connector projects (doc. #s CP13-483-000 AND CP13-492-000)

might well preclude the kind of careful and detailed commentary that would be most helpful in
judging the true environmental impact(s) of these proposals. UW feels that an extension of

the comment period from the current February, 2015 date to May or June of 2015 would, in

our opinion, offer adequate time for a quality response and represent an inclination, by FERC,

to place the safety and other concerns of individual citizens and non-profit conservation and

other groups on a more equal footing with the commercial interests of the well financed, well

staffed applicants. o

Thanking you in advance for your kind attention to this important matter, I remain

Ye truly,

Patrick (Pat) Quinn
onservation Chair, Umpgua Watersheds, Inc.
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Jordan Cove Energy Project

should not be allowed to be

built. This project has been
one lie after another. This

project will damage the Coos

Bay Estuary.

I Tug Rearsren-Guane CITYREGION Sarmmpar, DicEmuER 20, 2014

LNG site contamination ignored, whistleblower

Tug Associaruo Press

PORTLAND — A bial-
ogist who worked for o
consultant on the liguefied
nelural gas plant planned
for Cocs Bay has told fed-
eral regulators that engi-
neers jgnored and possinly
hid comtaminated soils fs-
sues at the gite,

The allegations came
in comments fileé on
e projects environmen-
&l analysiz, now in draft
wrm, The Oregonian re
worted Friday,

The Federal Energy Reg:
ilatory Commission has
oncluded that there will
& limited environmental

impacts from the 7 billion
Es-exporling complex, and
they can be mitigated,
The prajeet would he
on the site of & former
Weyerhaeuser paper mill,
It would ehill and con-
dense natural gas piped
from the interior of North
Americe for shipment on
vessels bound for Asia.
Plans call for dredg-
ing about 2.3 million cu-
bie yerds for & shipping
Berth and using the spoils
for massive earthen berms
o clevate the Hoquefaction
plant and its HCCHNDENT-
ing power plant out of the
Bubami inundation zome.
The bislogist, Barbars

Gimlbin, said in Ber com-
megts the contamination
isaues weren't. disclosed In
the anelvsis, nor reported
to the Orezon Department
of Environmental Cualicy
until she called attention
Lo them.

5he says she supports
the projeck but resigned
in April from the consul
tan: enginecring company,
SHN Engincers & Geolo-
£i5t5, a5 a matter of pro-
fessional integrity,

“I was stupned, just fakb-
bergasted 1o find ot thue
the DEQ hadn't been con-
tected at all! she told the
Daper, “It was inexeusable”

Gimbin said unidenti-

fied contaminated soils
and sediment surfaced
during exeavations in an
erea that she had repeat-
edly been told was “clean
fill” from previous channel
dredging by the T15, Army
Corps of Engineers,

She sald she learned
thi archeologists warking
on the site avoided work
in one area afler discover-
ing sofl they deemed con-
taminated, and she met
resistance in her company
when she asked whether
environmental regulators
had besn informed.

Her hoss at the com-
pany, Steve Donovan, said
contamination issues are

Cod

b
says
well understood and a
plan is in place to deal
with them,

Donovan acknowledged
the soils were excavated
und moved without notify-
ing fhe Department of En-
vironmental Qualicy,

"I'm not wrening with
DEQ thet we should have
notified them, and in the
future we will notify them
mnore promptly® he =aid.

A hydrologist for the
state agency, Bill Mason,
auid [t sent Jorden Caove
a warning letter after
discovering that the con-
taminated soil had been
pushed into a berm, cov-
ered and resceded,

CO4

Clam Diggers Association of Washington

CO4-1

As explained in section 4.4 of the DEIS, the consyryction of the
Jordan Cove terminal access channel and the Pacific Connector
pipeline across Haynes Inlet would have temporary impact_s on the
bay. On February 3, 2015, Jordan Cove filed the results of its 2014
geotechnical testing program at the Ingram Yard. We have
analyzed those results and updated section 4.3 of the FEIS as
appropriate. The remaining portions of this comment addresses
contamination sampling that would be conducted by the ODEQ that
have no relationship with the Jordan Cove-Pacific Connector

Project.
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DEQ Toxics Reduction Stratec;:';‘y :
for Coos Bay

‘We have asked Coos Bay DEQ) over and over to conduct poliution tests
where local people and tourists harvest bay dams. Worldwide, the
standard for testing for poliution in a marine envircnment (bays) Is
testing shellfish tissue. Shellfish bio-accumulate pollution because
they are water filter feeders,

‘We know Coos Bay was polluted from the 5 Superfund sites that were
delisted after the sites were supposedly cleaned. These sites contained
many pounds (biocide biocide copper, lead,
marcury, benzo-pyrene, nickel, etc.) Thase compounds are a human
health concern and of high concern for children and pregnant women.
We know from DEQ statements that the followuyp testing to ensure
the cleanup was never done because the state ran out of funding.

What we don’t know Is whether or not the shellfish are still
poliuted Hke they were when the tissue was tested in the early 90's,

We would llke DEQ to begin their contaminate testing on the
shellfish before they test 12 miles upstream. Public safaty
Id not take a problems,

Chuck Erickson - Director Clarm Diggers Association of Oregon
PO BOX 1083
Coos Bay, OR 97420

FPost CARD

Oregon DEQ, Director
Dick Pedersen

211 5.W. 6th Ave
Portland, OR 57204-1350

CO4

Continued, page 2 of 2
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Climate Crisis Working Group

. cen FIL Climate Crisis Wiveae Grave
ORIGINAL ™" ¥¥rme o4t s s } CO5-1

Wit ppg, Cigore OF- 9oz
’ _ CPI3-4a2
S&Nﬂ‘%’g F—fmﬁwﬁ Eose. CPIDHBD
%M e e
Fvst
Lkgf}u‘%/h\ DC 20424
e pipebona fo- gt 4 ratured. gas (Ln &)

. sk be haitled, ! Not= by is Has an ares
the fchre. S
e et i o
oo net o Stedole locatior-
Thie ow-ame W hussrs, MM;
otean ard 4l -
Planse stop it before it is bt/

i

Cu\ﬂ$J

sz.g-t%wi'

Earthquakes are discussed in section 4.2.1 of the EIS. The
proposed LNG terminal site does not contain pristine sand dunes as
this has been an industrial site since the early 1960s (see section
4.1.1 of the EIS). The stability of the site is discussed in section
4.3.

W-90

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

CO6  Western Environmental Law Center

Sortmen

Taus, New Meuoo

L
"

MNorthern Rodkics

Helema, Mantans

Southern Rockios
Drunanga, Colosada

Defending the West

swavestenlwon

Western Environmental Law Center

Ms. Kimberly 13, Hose, Scerctary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 14
Washington DC 2046

RE: Unavailability of the Biological Assessment of the Jordon Cove LNG Terminal and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, Docket No.*s C113-483-000 and CP13-492-000, )
Dear Ms, Bose: December 30, 2004
On behalf of Waterkeeper Alliance, Oregon Coast Alliance. Rogue Riverkeeper. Klamath
Riverkeeper. Columbia Riverkeeper, Oregon Wild. Bob Barker, Klamath-Siskivou Wildlands
Center, Friends of Living Oregon Waters, Cascadia Wildlands, Oregon Shores Conservation
Coalition, Food and Water Watch and Sierra Club we are writing 1o inform you about a
deficiency in the draft envirommental impact statement ( DEIS) for the Jordan Cove/Pacific
Connector project. Based on this legal deficiency. you must toll the comment period until the
biological assessment is made available to the public and then give the public a full 120 days to
comment.

The regulations implementing the Naticnal Envircomental Policy Act (NEPA) state that

If an ageney prepares an appendix o an environmental impact statement the appendix

shall:

(1) Consist of material prepared in connection with an envi tal impact stat 1
(as distinet from material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by reference
(§ 1502.21)).

(13) Normally consist of material which substantiates any aualysis fundmmental 1o the
impact statement.

(¢) Normally be analvtic and relevant to the decision to be made.

(d) Be circulated with the environmental impaet statement or be readily available on
request,

40 CFIL § 1502.18. The NEPA regulations also state that if the agency elects to incorporate by
referenee material relevant to the environmental impact statement (EIS):

Ageneies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference
when the elfect will be to cut down on bullk without impeding agency and public review
of the action. The incorporated material shall be cited in the statement and its content
briefly deseribed. No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably

CO6-1

The FERC is preparing a biological assessment (BA) to be
submitted to the FWS and NMFS to initiate formal consultations
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The BA was never
referenced as an appendix to the DEIS. It will be a stand-alone
document. There is nothing in the ESA or its implementing
regulations that require public comments on the BA. While the
DEIS indicated that the FERC originally intended to produce the
BA in November 2014; in fact, it has been delayed. There is no
statutory or legal requirement for when a BA should be submitted
to the Services. Once completed, the FERC will post an electronic
copy of the BA on our eLibrary system, available on the FERC
webpage for public viewing through the internet. The DEIS
contained a summary of the findings of our BA in section 4.7.
Therefore, the public had the opportunity to comment on our
determinations of impact on individual federally-listed species
during the 90-day DEIS comment period.
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available for inspeetion by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for
comument, Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and
comnument shall not be incorporated by reference. COE
cont
AQCFR. § 1502.2] {emphasis added). Taken together, these provisions require the Federal
Energy Regulatory Conunission (FERC) to make available, during the public comunent process,
mformation that is referenced in the EIS and is material to the public’s understanding of the
environmental consequences of the proposed action.

As vou know, FERC recently released its DEIS for the Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector liquefied
natural gas (LNG) project. The DEIS references the biclogical assessment (BA) for the project
atleast 31 timas, andis implicated in hundreds of pages of analysis, and vet the BA is not
available to the public. It is not available on FERC's web page, or through any other public
means. We understand that the BA is not vet complete.

The failure to providz information relevant to the public’s review of an E1S, and is referenced in
—and has been incorporated by reference by — the EIS. violates the National Environmental
Palicy Act, The Oregon Federal District Court recently held based on simmlar facts that the
failure to provide specialist reports — similar to the biological assessment for the Jordan
Cove/Pacific Connector project — violates the law, League of Wilderness Defenders v
Connaughton, No. 12-2271-HZ (D. Or. Dec. 9, 2014). Failure to make this information
available to the public is arbitrary, capricious, and not in accordance with law, 51U.5.C &
TOO(ZHA).

Given the importance of the biological to public under ding of the

envir tal q of the Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector project, we hereby
request that you toll the comment period until the ds is made ilable to the publig
and then give the public a full 120 days to comment.

We look forward to reviewing the biological assessment when it becomes available, and to
subrmtting cormments to FERC on the DEIS after an extended comment period.

Sincerely,

ool B

Susan Jane M. Brown, Staff Attomey
Western Environmental Law Center
Phone: 503-914-1323

Cell: 503-680-5513
brown@westernlaw.org

www westermlaw.org

For Parties:
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Lesley Adams, Waterkeeper Alliance

Cameron La Follete, Oregon Coast Alliance
Forrest English, Rogue Riverkeeper

Kerul Dver. Klamath Riverkeeper

Dan Serres, Columbia Riverkeeper

Doug Heiken, Oregon Wild

Bob Barker. affected landowner

Joseph Vaile, Klamath-Siskivou Wildlands Center
Joe Serres, Iriends of Living Orepon Waters
[rancis Latherington, Cascadia Wildlands

Phillip Johnson, Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition
Julia DeGraw, Food and Water Watch

Nathan Matthews, Sierra Club

CC:

Senator Ron Wyden

Senator Jeff' Merkley
Comgressman Peter Delfario
Oregon Department ol Justice
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WESTERN ENERGY COo7-1 Comment noted.
ALLIANCE

Vig: FERCeComment System
Jznuary 15, 2014

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 1% strest, NE
Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Comments onthe Draft Environmental Im pact Statement for the Jordan Cove
Ligquefaction and Pacific Connsctor Pipeline Projects (Docket Mumbers CP13-453-000 and
CP13-492-000)

Dear Commissioners;

Western Energy Alliance submits the following comments on the Draft Enviranmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the lordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline projects. We support the development of both projects, which would provide
thousands of construction and permanent jobs and sconomic benefits in both Oregon and
the western states that produce natural gas. We encourage the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) to proceed withthe applications for these two projects,

<074

The Alliance represent s over 480 com panies engaged in all aspects of environm entally
responsible exploration and production of oil and natural gasinthe West, We represent
independent companies, the majority of which are small businesses with an average of
fifteen employess. Some of the natural gas produced by our member companies is
transported toths West Coast through the Ruby Pipeline, which receives natural gas from
Utah, Wyoming and Colorado, Current and future production in these and other western
states can provide 2 reliable source of natural gas to send to Jordan Cove for many
decades tocome,

As stated inthe DEIS, both projects were extensively evaluated with respect to air quality,
water quality, land use, wildlife impacts, recreational and visual resaurcss, cultural
resources, safety and sociosconomic impacts. FERCfound limited environmental impacts,
which are reduced by the applicants’ proposed mitigation programs, The developers of
both projects are committed ta safety and environmental stewardship, and both will
implement inspection and manitoring programs, along with the mitigation plans, to ensure
continuad protection of workers, the public and the ervironm ent,

The Jordan Cove liquefaction plant is unique inthat it will be the anly terminal for
Liquefisd Matural Gas (LNG) exports on the West Coast of the lowsr 48 states, Jordan
Cove andthe Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline will provide the only route for some of the
natural gas produced inthe Rocky Mountain region to be exported, Producers inthe
Piceance Basin in northwest Colorado currently have extensive and underused natural gas
pipeline and processing capacity, which would allow them to readily ramp up supply to
pipelings that feed the interstate Ruby Pipeline, Only 60 percent of the Ruby Fipsline

1775 Bherman 5t., Ste 2700 Denver, CO 80203
P 303.623.0987 ~303.893.0709 w westernenergyallaince.org
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CO7-2 Comment noted.

capacity has been used over the last two years, thus it will be able to provide a route to
the west for a large portion of any new production in the mountain states.

Numeraus studies have found that LNG exports will boost the ULS. economy, provide high
paying jobs and increase our energy security, all with a very small increase in the price of
natural gas. The Department of Energy’s LNG export study found only modest price
increases, $.22 to 51,11 per Mcf after five years of exparts.’ A& study by ICF International
found that 79% - 88% of proposed LNG export velumes would be offset by increases in
domestic natural gas production, moderating any price increases caused by the increased
demand of exports, * Much of this increase in production would likely come from currently
untapped natural gas fields in the Rocky Mountain region.

Approval of the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline projects are a

vital step to increasing our energy security and boosting our western states’ economies.

We urge FERC to expeditiously proceed with their applications. Thank you for consider our l cor-2
comments.

Sincerely,

P

Kathleen M. Sgamma
VP of Government & Public Afairs

* DOE LNG Export Study Part 2, NERA Economic Consulting, Decamber 3, 2012,

215 LNG Exports: Impacts on Energy Markets and the Economy, ICF International, May 15, 2013,
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C08-1 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS
LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS. Specifically the
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe
Febriary 22013 the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for
NFMA at 36 CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending
i et v iios ST USFS LMPs. The BLM and USFS recognize, and have proposed
Piln Beliremo Soumn. amendments, where the proposed project is inconsistent with the
Washinston, DC 20426 current land management plans. The environmental effects of the
proposed pipeline have been disclosed in the EIS. The BLM and
RE: Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Forest Service have not proposed violations of the LMPs. The
Draft Environmental Impact Statement proposed LMP amendments are addressed in the DEIS in sections
Greshings; 2.1.3,2.1.4,and 4.1.3. The significance of the amendments (for the
Please consider the following comments from the Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center ForESt _SerVIce) are discussed in section 4.1.3.4. The Comp_ensatory
(KS$ Wild) regarding the Drafl Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Jordan mitigation plans proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have
i been designed to ensure the objectives of the LMPs could continue
i to be met if the ECGP is approved and constructed (see section

2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS).
ek ok el St g il e o g A C08-2 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS

Pipeline Project would not be consistent with certain elements of the affected BLM and
Forest Service LMPs.
-Jordan Cove DEIS page 2-36.

As acknowledged on page 2-36 of the DEIS, the proposed pipeline construction across
federal public forestlands involves numerous actions that are inconsistent with the
planning documents and management intent for those lands. The proposed violations of
the underlying land use plans are significant, irreversible and irretrievable and may retard
and prevent accomplishments of the goals and objectives of the LMPs.

coa-1

Rather than amending the controlling RMP/T.RMP lor the lorests impacted by the
pipeline project, the DEIS whittles the Plans down piece by piece without having to go
through the rigor of public input and review of developing a new Forest Plan. League of
Wilderness Defenders, et al. v. Connaughion, et al., No. 3:12-ev-02271, *30 (D. Or.
2014). (*the ROD and final EIS do not adequately articulate a rational connection
between the characteristics of the project area and the choice to adopt site-specitic, rather
than forest-wide, amendments. ™).

coa-2

NFMA imposes substantive constraints on management of forest lands, such as a

LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS. Specifically the
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe
the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for
NFMA at 36 CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending
USFS LMPs. Forest Plan amendments to the controlling
RMP/LMPs have been proposed (see DEIS section 2.1.3). These
proposed amendments are going through public input and review
as part of the NEPA process. Since the PCGP project would affect
a very small portion of each of the affected BLM and FS
management units and would apply only to the PCGP project,
developing a new LMP is not appropriate.
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t to insure | diversity. Native Ecosystems Council v. Dombeck, 304
F 3{1 886, 898 (Yh Cir. 2002) The NFMA and its implementing regulations subject forest
management o two stages of administrative decision making. At the first stage. the
Forest Service is required to develop a Land and Resource Management Plan, also known
as a Forest Plan, which sets forth a broad, long-term planning document for an entire
national forest. At the second stage, the Forest Service must approve or deny individual,
site-specific projects. These individual projects must be consistent with the Forest Plan,
Great Old Broads for Wilderness v. Kimbell, 709 F.3d 836, 851 (9th Cir, 2013) (“the
NFMA prohibits site-specific activities that are inconsistent with the governing Forest
Plan™y; see also Neighbors of Cuddy Mitn. v. Alexander, 303 F.3d 1059 1062 (9th
Cir.2002) (“[s]pecific projects ... must be analyzed by the Forest Service and the analysis
must show that each project is consistent with the plan™). The Forest Service’s
“interpretation and implementation of its own (orest plan is entitled to substantial
deference.” Grear Old Broads, 709 F.3d at 850 (9th Cir. 2013) (internal quotation marks
omitted).

1
S

League of Wilderness Defenders, et al. v, C. h el al., No. 3:12-¢v-02271, *12
(D. Or. 2014),

“The agency must articulate a “rational connection between the facts found and the choice
made” 1o enact a geographically-limited. site-specific Iment rather than a general
amendment to the Forest Plan as a whole. Lands Council v. Martin, 529 F.3d 1219, 1228
(“th Cir. 2008). Any Forest Plan amendment that results in a “significant change™
requires the agency to prepare an EIS: non-significant amendments only require the
simpler notice and comment process. Lands Counctl v. Martin, 329 F.3d at 1227,

League of Wilderness Defenders, et ai. v. C f ef al., No. 3:12-¢v-02271, *50
(D, Or. 2014) (ageney improperly limiting the geographic scope of the amendments 1o
the project area even though the purported need for the amendments is forest-wide. not
site-speeific.”).

*“the repeated use of site-specific d allows the Forest Service to bypass any
public consideration ol the r\.umm'l or forest-wide management implications of the

d . and is L with NFMA's requirements for integrated forest plans.
League of Wilderness Defenders, et al. v. C h et al., No. 3:12-cv-02271, *54
(D, Or. 2014).

“a close reading of Lands Council v. Martin indicates there must be at least

some characteristics unique to a site to support a site-specific amendment. Lands Council
w Martin, 529 F3d at 1228, . . . Simply explaining the purpose of the Project, the desired
conditions for the Forest, or stating that the amendment is site-specific because it was
designed for a specific site, does not satisfy the rational comnection between the facts
found and the choice made required by Lands Conncil.”

League of Wilderness fers, et al. v, C ’ el al, No. 3:12-cv-02271, *54-
35(D. Or. 2014).
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Late Successional Reserves

The NS ROD indicated that LERs are to be managed to protect and enhance old-growth
farest conditions.

The ROD stiprlates that non-silvicudtural activities in LER, such as the installation of a
pipeling or other utilines, would only be allowed where those activities could be
demonstrated te be nentral, or may have benefits for the creation and maintenance of
late-successional habitar,

~fordan Cove DEIS page 3-63

As acknowledged on page 3-63 of the Jordan Cove DEIS, the Northwest Forest Plan
(NWFP) that develog ts (such as pipelines) in LSEs must be neutral or
beneficial “for the ereation and maint of late-s I habitat.™ That
substantive requirement of the NWFP is not met by the proposed action.

As stated on page 4-15 of the DELS, the NWEFP ROD (at C-17) requires that:

Developments of new fucilities that may adversely affect LRy should not be

permitted... pipelines . may be approved when adverse impacts can be minimized and
mitigated. These [projects| wonld be planned to have the least possible adverse impacts
on LSRs.

It is eritical to note that the NWEFP ROD anticipated pipeline construction and
specitically addresses it at C-17. Ience if’ pipeline construction was intended to be
exempt from LMPs the ROD would have indicated that. The N'WFP ROD does not
provide for plan amendments that exempt pipeline construction from standards and
guidelines pertaining to riparian reserves, survey and manage, soil protections or LSRs.
Rather. the ROD anticipated pipeline construction and indicated that it should not be
permitted unless the impacts could be mitigated and would achieve a neutral or beneficial
result for LSR management. Yet the Jordan Cove DEIS calls for amending forest
protection LMP standards that conflict with the financial desires of the project applicant.

Here the pipeline project has not been planned so as “to have the least possible adverse
impacts on LSRs.” As will be discussed later in these comments, the Rogue River-
Siskivou National Forest proposed a “Roads Route™ action alternative that would have
icantly reduced impacts to LSR 227 (managed by the Forest Service) but it was not

actions that will remove forests and increase habitat fragmentation in the LSR. Hence the
project has not been designed to have the least possible adve: ipacts to LSRs and the
decision maker and the public cannot know the tradeo(Ts associated with implementing
the project in the manner suggested by the Forest Service as having the least possible
adverse impacts on LSRs.

d forward for analvsis in the DEIS, Instead the proposed action in the DEIS calls for

CO&3

Coe-4

CcO8

Continued, page 3 of 9

C08-3

CO8-4

The NWFP does not preclude the consideration of plan
amendments. The underlying laws and regulations guiding plan
amendments are discussed in section 1.4.2 of the DEIS. However,
there is no proposal by the BLM or Forest Service to exempt the
proposed PCGP project from direction in the NWFP at C-17 for
new developments in LSR. The mitigation actions proposed by the
BLM and Forest Service have been designed so that overall the
impact would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and
maintenance of LSOG habitat within LSRs (see DEIS section 2.1.4,
4.1.3.6, 4.1.3.7 and Appendices F and H).

The "Roads Route Alternative” proposed by the Forest Service is
discussed in the EIS (see DEIS page 3-52 to 3-55). This route was
not selected because it would have been 3 miles longer and have
imposed a greater construction footprint in the LSR, and was not
constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints. It
is important to note however that the original May 2006 route
proposed by the applicant was modified to incorporate as much of
the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was feasible. As a
result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates
recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the
pipeline within existing forest road corridors and within
regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests
in LSR 227. After working with the applicant to create the
modified route the Forest Service determined that neither the May
2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be environmentally
preferable to the modified proposed route. Additional discussion
has been added in the FEIS to clarify this.
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Continued, page 4 of 9

The habitat removal and moedification associated with project implementation would
retard the ereation and maintenance of late-successional habitat in the LSRs. Mitigation
would not result in the project having a neutral or beneficial outcome for LSRs.

Page 4-161 of the DEIS indicates that through forest clearing (clearcutting) and increased
forest fragmentation (edge effects) the pipeline project will adversely affect 1,760 acres
located on federal LSRs that are intended to be managed to retain and promote late-
successional forest habitat. Please note that the DEIS acknowledges on page 3-64 that
“unavoidable impacts on LSRs would require mitigation measures that in the long run
would make the project neutral or beneficial” to LSR habitat, The proposed mitigation
measures contained in the DELS fail to result in a neutral or beneficial project to LSRs for

CO8-5

A Compensatory Mitigation Plan has been developed by the BLM and
Forest Service (see section 2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS). The
mitigation actions for LSR have been designed to be neutral or beneficial
to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat by maintaining the
overall acreage of LSOG within LSRs, and enhancing the function of the
LSRs (e.g. through the addition of snags and large woody debris). Section
4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS include discussions and analyses of
the project and the proposed mitigation available to agency decision-
makers.

neated below, Please note that on page 4-164 the DEIS iis of project CO8-6 In discussing the proposed mitigation actions of the BLM and Forest
mitigation illegally tiers 1o a “Compensatory Mitigation Plan (CMP)™ Negedly Service the DEIS on page 4-164 states. "The mitigation actions are
contained in Appendix O of the project Biological Assessment (BA). The content of this o6 . A . . .
CMP cannot inform the project as the BA is unavailable for public or agency review described as paft of FERC's proposed action in section 2.1.4 and appendD(
during the DEIS commenting period. F of this DEIS." Appendix F is also referenced numerous times throughout
The LSR mitigation measures that are described in the DEIS (we cannot know if they the DEIS m_ relation to the proposed mltlgatlon actions of the BLM and
track the content of the CMP) establish that the negative impacts of project activities on Forest Service (eg see Table 2.1.7-1 of the DElS) AlthOUgh these
L8Rs significantly outweigh the alleged benefits of the proposed mitigation as disclosed s . H : : B
in the DEIS. m|t|g_at|on act!ons have t_)een included in Appendix O of the BA, they are

also included in Appendix F of the DEIS.

Page 4-188 of the DLEIS indicates that the pipeline project will adversely impact 198 acres . . )
of LSR 223 managed by the Roscburg District BLM. Page 4-189 then concludes: C08-7 Mitigation would not Change the checkerboard OWnerShlp of the BLM and
There are no proposed amendments to reallocate Matvix lands to LR 223 in the BLM peratE Ia.nds .Or the paSt tlmber harVe.St (perate and fEderaI) that I:]aS
Roseburg District. This is due primarily to the lack of suitable LSO forest habitat in the Occurred n th|5 area. The BLM |andS In the area the pI‘OpOSGd p|p9||ne
Matrix near the L8R and the pipeline. There is, hﬁu'e_\-'e::'.apmpo.\'eu’anwsvfr.!mem o would impaCt LSR 223 are a|ready all designated as LSR. Therefore any
realiocate Matrix lands to LIR 223 in the Umpgua National Forest, which boarders the - - . .
east side of the BLM Roseburg District. reallocation of BL_M Ignds fro_rr_1 Mgtrlx to_ LSR would not occur in this area
1 other o the DEIS indicates that he ineline nroroct will diretls harm 1 SR of the proposed pipeline. Mitigation actions that look at the site scale as
n other words, the DEIS indicates that the pipeline project will directly harm 1.8 f : f : - .
function on Roscburg BLM lands in a portion of the landscape that has been so heavily wel I asthe LSR scale are ConSISt_ent with dlrt?ctlon prEVIOUSIy issued by the
fragmented by past federal and private logging that no LSOG habitat of value exists near Reglonal Interagency Executive Committee of the NWFP when
the pl:mm'ngl area lhnll can mitigate for lhe_ a:_idition_:l] loss ufJ.Slv!.haI)il:n. (_‘om'enin:g Considering new deVeIOpmentS in LSR. Additional discussion of this
unlogged LSOG habitat in the Umpqua National Forest to the LSR land use allocation A . ) R
will not mitigate or resolve the severe fragmentation and habitat loss problems associated proposed reallocation has been included in the FEIS. The matrix lands
with BLM management of the “checkerboard™ land use pattern in LSR 223. Please also proposed for reallocation are not currently p|anned for harvest, but the
note that the DEIS fails to disclose whether or not the matrix land that will be converted coet . . . ! .
o LSR on the Umpqua National Forest was scheduled for logging, Given survey and Umpqua NF is presently managing these acres as matrix. When and if
manage requirements and wildlife, recreation and ACS objectives, it is highly likely that these acres would be proposed for timber harvest or other management
the Umpqua National Forest would continue to manage the matrix LSOG as LSOG for P . - . . . .
the foreseeable future. As the DEIS repeatedly states, very little LSOG has been activities consistent with present LMP deSIQnatlons IS SpeCUIatlve‘
converted to fiber plantati the inception of the Forest Plan. Are survey and - - -
manage species present in the matrix lands at issue? It may be that the pipeline proposal Sy C0o8-8 SUrVeyS for survey and manage Species are reqUIred prior to ground

disturbing activities. The proposed reallocations of matrix land to LSR are
not ground disturbing activities and therefore surveys for survey and
manage species have not been conducted for the proposed reallocation
amendments.
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calls for logging BLM LSR habitat in a highly fragmented landscape (in which such
habitat is disproportionately valuable to LSOG associated species) in return for
reallocating matrix lands that would not have been logged anyway and which are located
significantly away from the impacts associated with the pipeline clearcut logging on
BLM lands.

Page 4-202 of the DEIS indicates that (in direct contradiction to the Forest Service
proposal contained in the “Roads Route™ alterative suggested in their scoping
comments) the pipeline will bisect and fragment habitat across the entirety of LSR 227
managed by the Rogue River-Siskivou National Forest while only adding an isolated
stand of matrix forest to the LSR. It appears that interior forest habitat essential to the
function of LSR 227 will be removed while an isolated parcel well to the north of the
bulk of the LER habitat will be reallocated from matrix to LSR. Page 4-206 of the DEIS
acknowledges that logging associated with the pipeline:

would create edge impacts that may affect interior stand microclimates and cause habitat
Jragimentation within LR 227 thal cannol be avoided.

The DEIS fails to disclose the likelihood of the LSOG LSR 227 mitigation matrix lands
reallocation stands being logged if the project does not occur. The Rogue River-Siskivou
‘ 1al Forest simply does not log existing LSOG habitat. Are survey and manage
species present on the matrix lands that would preclude there logging regardiess of the
project?

Page 2-206 of the DEIS indicates that a total of 822 acres in L8R 227 will be negatively
|mp4led by the pipeline project. Yet only 512 acres of matrix is proposed for

reallocation to the LSR land use allocation. Similarly, 435 acres of LSOG in the LR will
be negatively impacted but only 333 acres of LSOG located in the matrix (not all of
which would be logged under the NW Forest Plan) is proposed for protection as
mitigation. These figures make clear that the impacts of the project (including the
proposed mitigation) are negative (and not neutral or beneficial) to the achievement of
L8R goals and objectives and violate the NWFP.

Please further note that page 4-204 of the DEIS indicates that additional undisclosed LSR
acres will be logged and additional forest fragmentation will occur in order to widen
existing logging roads in the LSR to facilitate the use of oversized trucks and loads

ated with the pipeline project. The impacts, location. and acreage of this proposed
additional logging are not analyzed or disclosed in the DEIS.

ASKO

‘The DEIS relies heavily on hypothetical road decommissioning to mitigate for significant
new LSR forest fragmentation proposed in the Little Butte Creek Tier 1 Key Watershed.
Please note that it has long been the policy of the Forest Service to reduce road der i
LERs and Kev Watersheds and that a travel m.m.lgqm.nl planning effort is n.u.m.mh
underway that will foreseeably further reduce the size of the Forest Service transportation
system in Little Butte Creek. The DEIS fails to analyze or disclose how many of the
roads proposed for decommissioning (as project mitigation) would have been

w

Continued, page 5 of 9
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The proposed route does not contradict with the "roads route™ proposed by the Forest
Service. It is important to note that the original May 2006 route proposed by the
applicant was modified to incorporate as much of the proposed Forest Service "roads
route” as was feasible. As a result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates
segments of the "roads route™ and utilizes existing forest roads and regeneration harvested
areas to minimize impacts to mature forests. After working with the applicant to create
the modified route the Forest Service determined that it was environmentally preferable
over both the May 2006 route and the Forest Service "roads route." There are also
numerous past timber harvest areas in this location and as such there is little existing
interior forest habitat in this portion of the LSR (e.g. see page 7 of Appendix R2 of the
DEIS). The proposed reallocation area adjoins LSR 227 and would add approximately
six times as many acres of LSOG to the LSR than would be removed by the construction
of the pipeline (see page 4-204 of the DEIS).

The matrix lands proposed for reallocation are not currently planned for harvest. The
Rogue River NF is presently managing these acres as matrix. When and if these acres
would be proposed for timber harvest or other management activities consistent with
present LMP designations is speculative. Surveys for survey and manage species are
required prior to ground disturbing activities. The proposed reallocations of matrix land
to LSR are not ground disturbing activities and therefore surveys for survey and manage
species have not been conducted for the proposed reallocation amendments.

A large percentage of the impacts discussed on page 4-204 of the DEIS (page 2-206 does
not exist in the DEIS) are "indirect impacts" where LSOG habitat would not be removed
by the project. Also only a small portion of the forest habitat that would be removed in
LSR meets the criteria for LSOG habitat. The DEIS discloses that for every acre of LSOG
habitat within LSRs that would be removed by the project, approximately 10 acres of
LSOG habitat would be added to the LSR system (see Table 4.1.3.7-12 of the DEIS).
Also in addition to the reallocation of matrix to LSR 227 there is also a compensatory
mitigation plan developed by the Forest Service that has been designed with the goal that
overall the project would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of
LSOG habitat within LSR 227 (see pages 4-202 to 4-211 and Appendix F of the DEIS).

The DEIS discloses on page 4-204 that the additional clearing for road reconstruction
within LSR 227 would be approximately 4 acres and occur within the existing road
clearing limits to the extent possible. The discussion of impacts on LSOG habitat in the
DEIS includes impacts from road construction/reconstruction (see sections 4.6 and 4.7 of
the DEIS).

Road decommissioning work is planned by the agencies in advance, in conjunction with
transportation management planning and Watershed analysis. Roads are identified as
candidates for decommissioning whether or not funding would ever be available. Road
decommissioning is implemented by the agencies as funding is available. The CMP
would make possible road decommissioning identified in watershed analyses and in LSR
assessments at a level above our existing program capacity. If the PCGP project is
approved and constructed, funding would be provided by the applicant for the proposed
mitigations.
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decommissioned anyway. The DEIS ignores that over time the Forest Service would have
conducted road decommissioning in the LSR/Key Watershed as recommended by the
NW Forest Plan, the Watershed Analysis and the Travel Rule.

Please note that page 4-229 of the DEIS indicates that:

Adverse impacts [from pipeline clearcutting | would cccur at the time of construction
whereas the beneficial effects of edge reduction would occur over several decades.

In other words the project would result in immediate, significant. additional
fragmentation and harm to LSR habitat objectives in return for speculative, future road
decommisioning activities that likely would have occurred anyway. Similarly. the project
will result in immediate, significant and additional loss of forest habitat located in LSRs
in return for the “protection” of some matrix forest stands in which logging might never
have occurred anvway due to wildlife, social and watershed objectives.

Figure 4.1-40 indicates that the pipeline will result in 1,152 acres of immediate additional
edge effects in LSR 223 and 227, vet only 1,041 acres of long-term (speculative) edge
reduction (which may have occurred anyway) is proposed. This does not constitute a
positive or neutral impact on LSE function.

Figure 4.1-43 dircctly acknowledges that the project will have negative (rather than
neutral or beneficial) impacts to LSOG located in LSRs in both the Oregon Coast and
Oregon Western Cascades provinees in violation of the N'W Forest Plan.

Page 2-53 of the DEIS indicates that project planners intend to mitigate the impacts of’
pipeline associated logging through LSRs by conducting up to 6,000 acres of additional
logging. The DEIS fails to disclose anv of the impacts of logging, varding or log hauling
associated with the proposed additional logging activities. Page 2-533 claims that “mostly
smaller trees would be removed” but “smaller trees™ are not defined. the term “mostly™ is
ambiguous, and the number of large trees to be removed to accomplish stand objectives
or to facilitate yarding or landing activitics is not analyzed or disclosed. Page 2-54 of the
DEIS indicates that subsequent site-specific planning and analysis would demonstrate
compliance of this logging with the respeetive LMPs despite the fact that proposed
pipeline action attempts to establish precedent that the proposals of pipeline proponents
can and will violate the LMPs for Federal land management.

The Project May Increase Fire Hazard in LSRs
Page 2-39 of the DEIS acknowledges that:

The pipeline would ereate fire suppression complexity by creation of a continnous
corridor of early seral plant communities.

Page 4-220 of the DEIS states:

Continued, page 6 of 9
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Figure 4.1-40 discloses that there would be approximately 783 acres of
edge effect impacts and approximately 894 acres of edge reduction
mitigation in LSR 223 and 227. This however is not the only mitigation
actions proposed for LSRs. Table 4.1.3.7-16 of the DEIS summarizes the
offsite mitigation actions in LSRs and Table 4.1.3.7-15 summarizes the
amount of LSOG habitat impacted in LSR with the amount of LSOG
habitat reallocated to LSR. All of these actions combined have been
designed to be neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of
LSOG habitat in LSR.

A large percentage of the impacts displayed in Figure 4.1-43 are "indirect
effects" where LSOG habitat would not be removed by the project. Figure
4.1-43 displays that for every acre of LSOG habitat within LSRs in the
Oregon Coast and Oregon Western Cascade Provinces that would be
removed by the project, approximately 6 acres of LSOG habitat would be
added to the LSR system (see Table 4.1.3.7-15 of the DEIS). Also in
addition to the reallocation of matrix to LSR, there is a compensatory
mitigation plan developed by the BLM and Forest Service that has been
designed with the goal that overall the project would be neutral or
beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat within LSRs
in the Oregon Coast and Western Oregon Cascades provinces (see section
2.1.4,4.1.3.7, and Appendix F of the DEIS).

Page 2-53 of the DEIS discloses that approximately 6,600 acres of
integrated fuels reduction in overstocked stands is being proposed by the
BLM/Forest Service. This action is being proposed to reduce the risk of
stand-replacement fire and possible losses of LSOG forest/ NSO habitat in
an area that has a history of lightning fires. This activity is further
discussed in Table 2.1.4-1 including the expected environmental
consequences. The purpose of the proposed fuel reduction activities is
discussed on pages 2-51 through 2-54 and in Table 2.1.4-1 of the DEIS.
Subsequent site-specific environmental analysis would further define the
details of the proposals. Amendments to the LMPs have not been proposed
for the mitigation actions outlined in section 2.1.4 of the DEIS. The
mitigation actions are being designed to be consistent with the LMPs as
well as the recommendations in watershed assessments and the LSR
assessments. With the proposed amendments the PCGP project would not
violate the LMPs.

W-101

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

201502032-5164 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/3/2015 4:37:00 PM

Consiruction of the pipeline and associated activities weonld remove both mature and
developing stands and increase fire suppression complexify.

By converting mature forest stands to into a continuous corridor of carly seral plant
communities the project increases fire hazard and decreases options for fire management
in the LSRs. This is a direct and significant negative (as opposed to neutral or beneficial)
impact on the ability of the LSR land use allocation to achieve its management
objectives.

Rather than avoid or address the impacts of increasing fire hazard in the LSRs, the DEIS
proposes “mitigation” measures that attempt to facilitate fire suppression and fire
exclusion. As deseribed on pages 4220 and 4-221 of the DEIS these mitigation measures
in Middle Fork Coquille Watershed include establisk of a fuel break, construction of
heli-ponds and installation of dry hyvdrants all of which will be used to continue to
attempt to exclude fire from BLM LSRs.

Tt is widely recognized that fire exclusion and fire suppression in fire dependent forests
(such as those in southwest Oregon) increases fire hazard and fire severity over time due
10 changes m forest species and seral composition. Attached to these comments is an
article entitled Ecology and Management of Fire-prone Forests of the Western United
States that we hereby submit to the record for this project.

By creating a continuous corridor of early seral vegetation and by facilitating additional
fire exclusion and fire suppression through LSRs the pipeline project will increase fire
hazard and may contribute o high severity wildfire effects that inhibit the retention of
late-successional habitat characteristics.

A Reasonable Action Alternative For LSR Management Should Have Been
Developed

Project proponents and project planners have refused to develop and consider action
alternatives that would be consistent with the respective LMPs in the project area. Pleasc
note that page 3-52 of the DEIS indicates that representatives of the Rogue River-
Siskivou National Forest proposed a “Roads Route Alternative™ to project planners in
which pipeline construction would have parallele isting roads and would have
avoiding logging, clearing and construction activities within the Late Successional
Reserve 227. FERC and the public cannot contrast this reasonable action alternative with
the proposed action because project proponents and project planners refused to develop
the altemative for consideration in the DETS, Hence the tradeofTs, benefits and challenges
of implementing the Forest Service proposed alternative on Forest Service managed lands
cannot be known. Please further note that the Forest Service is entitled to substantial legal
deference in questions of professional jud, | coneerming 1 of Forest
Service lands and resources, The preferences of project proponents to construct the
pipeline directly through Federal T.SRs do not relieve FERC of its duty to develop,

08T

COo&-18

COo&-19

COB20

COo8M

CcO8

Continued, page 7 of 9

COo8-17

CO8-18

C0O8-19

C08-20

Co8-21

The impacts the project would have on LSRs including fire risk is discussed in
the DEIS and additional discussion has been added in the FEIS. A compensatory
mitigation plan has been developed so that overall the project (with the
mitigations implemented) would be either neutral or beneficial to the creation and
maintenance of late successional habitat within the LSRs.

The proposed mitigation actions have been designed to reduce the potential for
late successional habitat loss due to high intensity wildfires within the LSRs. The
actions have not been designed to exclude fire from LSRs. Additional discussion
has been added in the FEIS.

This comment letter contained an attachment that did not directly comment on
the DEIS. This attachment has been reviewed and any relevant information
found was incorporated into the analysis as applicable; however, the attachment
isnotincluded in this Appendix to the FEIS. The entire comment letter, including
this attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession number
20150203-5164.

The proposed mitigation actions have been designed to reduce the potential for
late successional habitat loss due to stand replacement wildfires within the LSRs.
The actions have not been designed to exclude fire from LSRs. Attached to the
comments was a paper authored by Jerry Franklin et al. that was presented at the
Society for Conservation Biology Scientific Panel on Fire in Western U.S.
Forests in August of 2006. This paper did not address the PCGP project but the
Federal agencies will consider the science presented in the paper to the extent that
is relevant to the analysis in the FEIS. The original comment in its entirety, which
contained the Franklin et al. paper, can be accessed on the eLibrary under
accession number 20150203-5164(30124572). Additional discussion on fire risk
has been added in the FEIS.

The "Roads Route Alternative™ proposed by the Forest Service is discussed in the
EIS (see DEIS page 3-52 to 3-55). This route was not selected because it would
have been 3 miles longer and have imposed a greater construction footprint in the
LSR, and was not constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints.
It is important to note however that the original May 2006 route proposed by the
applicant was modified to incorporate as much of the proposed Forest Service
"roads route™ as was feasible. As a result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS
incorporates recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the
pipeline within existing forest road corridors and within regeneration harvested
areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests in LSR 227. After working with the
applicant to create the modified route the Forest Service determined that neither
the May 2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route” would be environmentally
preferable to the modified proposed route. Additional discussion has been added
in the FEIS to clarify this.
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consider and contrast reasonable alternatives to the proposed action as suggested by the Ccos21
Forest Service during project scoping. Cont'd
Survey and Manage Forest Plan Amendments Are Significant

‘The contention on page 4-40 of the DEIS that proposed survey and manage plan
amendments are not significant is in error. The proposal to directly impact habitat at 386

known survey and manage sites involving 62 rare species is a major change in ©os-22
management direction and will directly impact a significant number of high value
species.

Soil Forest Plan Amendments Are Significant

‘The DEIS proposes to violate/amend soil standards to facilitate pipeline construction. As
acknowledged on page 4-49 the negative effects 1o soils from project activities that
violate the ex : are hoth significant and “long term.” Many of these
negat npacts to soils will occur in previously protected land use allocations such as
LE8Rs, riparian reserves and Key Watersheds, Additional (but unanalyzed and
undisclosed) soil compaction will be associated with road widening throughout the
project ¢ nd yarding activities to facilitate forest clearing. The cumulative impacts of
violating existing soil protection standards through clearcutting, pipeline construction,
road widening and varding activities are significant, irreversible and long term. Please
note that page 4-66 of the DEIS indicates that no road decommissioning mitigation COB.23
measures are proposed on the Winema National Forest to compensate for the proposed
plan amendments to allow for additional significant long-term soil damage associated
with the project.

The Project Will Violate the Aquatic Conservation Strategy

The Pacific Connector proposal would not be compliant with wnderiyving and more
resiriciive standards and guidelines in the Umpgua, Rogue River and Winema National
Forests” LRMPs that apply to riparian areas.

~Jordan Cove DEIS page 4-79

Page 4-77 of the DEIS indicates that the project will remove {clearcut) 91 acres of

vegetation located in nparl:m reserves including 32 acres of mid-seral forest and 32 acres coao4
s of associated edge eftects and varding activities on

5 s not disclosed or analyzed.

At 4-238% and 4-239 the DELS indicates that the pm|u.| will mitigate harm to ACS and

an forest resources 1 road dece i ing, road resurfacing, mstream LW
nt and culvert replacement. All of these activ ities are already occurring on
Federal lands within the project area, especially in Kev Watersheds and LSRs. The

I CO825

CcO8

Continued, page 8 of 9

C08-22

C08-23

C08-24

C08-25

An analysis of the proposed survey and manage plan amendments
is included in the DEIS (see section 4.7.4, and Appendix K). Also
an analysis of the relationship to LMP Objectives and Significance
Assessment for Forest Service Plans is addressed in section 4.1.3.4.
The analysis determined that the management objectives of the
survey and manage mitigation measure would continue to be met
with the proposed amendment.

The impacts to soils are addressed in the DEIS (see sections 4.1.3.4,
4.3, and 4.14). Discussion on page 4-66 of the DEIS was not found
that would indicate there is no proposed road decommissioning
mitigation on the Winema NF. There are over 21 miles of road
decommissioning proposed for the Winema NF (see Table 2.1.4-2
and Appendix F of the DEIS).

The impacts the proposed project would have on riparian areas and
riparian reserve management objectives is disclosed in the DEIS
(see sections, 4.1.3.5, 4.4.4, and Appendix J).

Watershed restoration work is planned by the agencies in advance,
in conjunction with transportation management planning and
Watershed analysis. Projects are identified as candidates for
restoration whether or not funding would ever be available.
Restoration work is implemented by the agencies as funding is
available. The CMP would make possible mitigation actions
identified in watershed analyses and in LSR assessments at a level
above the agencies existing program capacity. If the PCGP project
is approved and constructed, funding would be provided by the
applicant for the proposed mitigations.
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C08-26 The BLM and FS are not relying on ongoing watershed restoration
Rogue River-Siskiyou, Umpqua and Winema National Forests have robust track records activities as m|t|gat|0n for the effects of the PCGP project_ Rather,
and foreseeable proposals for all four of these restoration/mitigation strategies. The - . IR . .
Medford, Roseburg and Coos Bay BLM Districts also regularly propose and implement %2?;5 the BLM and Forest Service are proposing mltlgatlon actions to
these activities. Road decommissioning, road resurfacing, instream LWD placement and compensate for the unavoidable adverse effects of the PCGP
culvert replacement would all occur regardless of the Pacific Connector project R R R R .
R T project to ensure the objectives in the LMPs would continue to be
mplementation of the action proposed in the will violate the s regarding H H H H
riparian management and directly harm ACS management objectives while relying on 0826 met. ConSIStenCy with the management Ob]ectlves for BLM and
mitigation measures that are common and ongoing regardless of whether the pipeline is Forest Service LMPS' inCIUding the ACS are addressed in the DE|S
dl - - o - -
constmetec ornet (see sections 4.1.3.5, 4.4.4 and Appendix J). The mitigation actions
ST i M T prop_osed by the BLM and Forest Service would be funded by the
applicant.
Given the proposed impacts to LSRs, riparian reserves and ACS objectives, the BLM A A A .
must conclude that the proposed project does not conform with existing land use plans C08-27 This comment letter contained attachments that did not dlrectly
:?gg:;:l;csult in significant, irreversible and irretrievable impacts to its resources and comment on the DEIS. These attachments have been reviewed and
o _ any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis
Please ensure that we are provided a timely hard copy of the forthcoming BLM RODs. . . . .
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this
o Appendix to the FEIS. The entire comment letter, including these
Thank you for considering these comments and concerns. | 3 . ) N
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession
M number 20150213-5299.
George Sexton
Conservation Director
Klamath Siskiyvou Wildlands Center
PO Box 102
Ashland, OR 97520
cos-z7
9
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Co9

BEFORE THE ORIGINAL
RC P3O

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION FOR } SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON
APPROVAL OF THE EIS FOR THE Jordar Cove ) PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS
Liquefaction and Pacific C: Pipeline project )

ISSUE: Public comments on the negative environmental impacts caused by location and design of the
pipeline along the environmentally sensitive 7 miles stretch of the pipeline along the Klamath River from
Collins Products to Keno Oregon

REVIEW STANDARD: FERC DEIS review regulations

HEARING OFFICER: Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St N Room 1A
‘Washington, D.C., 20426

=
-
e
=
a
e
2
=
=)

PRESENTER: Paul Fouch, PE President of Save Our Rural Orcgon
8017 Hwy 66
Klamath Falls, Or 97601
pmfouch@gmail.com  541-884-4324

AUTHORITY:

FERC call for public comment on Docket No. CP13-483-000 DEIS Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific
Connector Pipeline project due on or before Feb. 13

Revision number:_0_
Date: 1-13-2013

TT
Provide substantive evidence to justify a moratorium on the DEIS Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific
Caonnector Pipeline project until a more complete EIS is completed for all environmentally sensitive areas
through which the line travels or until the line is designed to minimize impacts in these areas.
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mmmmﬂlammmmmm_mmgﬁxall i it} areas th gh which
the line travels or until the line is designed to minimi ts in these areas. Mqumshsmadnfollomma

cursory evaluation of the DEIS in Docket No. CP13-483-000. In the DEIS it appears that only general
statements are made about impact risks to the enviranmental integrity of the Jand over which it travels except
for a few areas such as the Port of Coos Bay and the Oregon Dunes. The critical evaluation and required EIS
analyses that [ make in this document are based on 3 years of research by SORO in its fight to stop the
industrial biomass use of a 7 mile stretch of environmentally sensitive land located along the Klamath River
between Collins Products end Keno. Furthermore, 1 feel that my request should set a legal precedent to have
more complete EIS evaluations in other environmentally sensitive area through which the pipeline will be built.

SORO contends that key critical design criteria must be implemented pipeline location and design along the
environmentally sensitive 7 miles stretch of the pipeline along the Klamath River from Collins Products to
Keno to adequately protect human life and the Klamath River and fish and wildlife in this area. (see map in Att
1.0) Most import, unless builders of the pipeline incorporate SORO's proposed conditions in the design and
location of the line, the pipeline should not be routed through the sensitive area 7 miles long between Collins
Products and Keno but the line should be rerouted through a less environmentally sensitive area. Of primary
concern is the location of the line in this area which should have fis trajectory be straight line flow or smooth
curves to avoid stress in materials and flow turbulents which build up high-fluctuating pressures in the line and
should be one half way between the river and Hwy 66 (This would minimize impacts on both humans and the
ECO system—see Att 1.0 map) It is of utmost importance that the line built above ground for ease of
maintenance and to have less impact on the hydrology of the wetlands, steams flowing into the river, to avoid
being flooded and for proper maintenance to prevent leakage. Thsmumqmedwmpﬁ]ypmm
threatened and spemumthemmdwmtectﬁshmdwﬂdhfe P
birds). And the design should be shock isolated 1o hic from ‘. k inthjsmwlmh
is in an extremely high earthquake hazard area. Inaddmmﬂ'mslmﬂdbeamfmedmmmdthelim
cfalleua]w&e‘;mdemmlwddm‘eanden&nmd from breathing furmnes from the line and
drinking d water around the line and prevent farm implements and equipment from
pmmu-mgihehm Fma]ly ﬂndedsushoﬂdhawaﬁﬂm&wmngsymnwpmmhymm
from line b and etc. In Tusi is to locate the line one
hﬂfwnybelwemthenmmﬂﬂwySémdmuu)ectoryﬂmhnsam:ghlhneﬂow(seeanl0)

Specific arcas where furth

This section points out what specific analyses are need to properly protect humans and fish and wildlife
adjacent to the pipeline from catastrophic failures of the line on along the Klamath River. It is concluded that
the project must not only meet FERC laws, but should meet appropriate other appropriate federal laws, state and
county laws as are pointed out in the following analyses. Of primary importance are federal laws for protection
ofwldhfel.uﬂmueau—m.\deSA. State law ORS469.310 which requires against
and | ion of public health and safety as threshold issues is key. State laws to

pmmﬁahandm]dllfemmbcadhﬂudmbyﬂmpm]em In addition county ordinances such as the KCCP
and KCDC and KCLDC must be followed by the project. KCLDC-MDJOCwbthmndmmllmd
use permits requires that industrial proj dj to residential areas not have significant adverse impacts on
their health and Livability. (mAnﬁD—SOROhwyus:epoa.} The Sierra Club report in (Att 3.0) states that
themwdlhw]dmmZDﬁdm@ﬂm&thwﬂlbemmﬂemﬁnﬁmmﬁlw

y during fl g etc. This requires that the line be built above ground and have frequently
IDD‘N;mspwﬂumoi‘wdd]omm

CO9

Continued, page 2 of 6

C09-1

Cog-1

C09-2

coe-2

Coa3

CO9-3

[eis-]

C09-4

The DEIS was complete. The document meets the requirements of the
CEQ regulations for implementing the NEPA. The Project has nothing
to do with “industrial biomass.” The Pacific Connector pipeline would
transport natural gas.

Safety and pipeline design were discussed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.
DOT standards require the burial of a pipeline below ground.
Underground pipelines are maintained using a pig; or internal inspection
tool. A natural gas pipeline on top of the ground would be unsafe, and
would have more impacts on wetlands and waterbodies, and would be
more subject to flooding. Having curves in a pipeline does not create
stress in the materials, and does not build up pressure. In fact, some of
the curves are so the pipeline route can avoid or reduce impacts on
federally-listed species. There was a route realignment between MPs
195.3 and 195.3 on the Collins tract to avoid a population of Applegate’s
milk-vetch. Otherwise, the Pacific Connector pipeline route between the
Collins tract and Keno would follow the existing Weyerhaeuser Timber
Company Road and the GTN Medford lateral pipeline. Following an
existing right-of-way typically has less environmental impacts.

As discussed above, in our response to CO9-2, the proposed route of the
Pacific Connector pipeline in this area would avoid or reduce impacts on
federally-listed species. Buried pipelines are able to withstand stress
from seismic events. Project-related responses to earthquakes were
discussed in section 4.2.2 of the DEIS. Underground FERC-regulated
natural gas transmission pipelines generally do not leak. Safety is
addressed in section 4.13. There is no requirement for pipeline rights-
of-way to be fenced.

The DEIS indicated that the Project would comply with all federal, and
applicable state laws and regulations. All pipeline welds would be
inspected (see section 4.13 of the DEIS). FERC-jurisdictional natural
gas transportation pipelines rarely leak. See response to IND1-2. The
DEIS discusses potential impacts on wildlife in section 4.6, including
compliance with the MBTA. Section 4.7 addresses impacts on
federally-listed and state sensitive species. Note that the assessment
required by the ESA is found in the Biological Assessment (BA).
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Geological and Seismie risk evaluation (QAR 345-022-0020)

‘The only seismic risk I see in the d are on page 278 of Doc. 447 where a vague statement is
made that only a.0] probability of volcanic eruptions existed at any point along the line. Specifically there is
no evaluation of the geology and seismic risks of arcas upstream from this 7 mile stretch of the line which could
impact the area along the Klamath River downstream where the pipeline is located . Specifically the EIS failed to
evaluate dam and levee designs upstream from the site which could cause flooding of the line along this stretch -
failed to assess the ability of the dam and dikes to withstand seismic events which should include evaluation of
mﬂsthehurdmpewhmlbedamuloemd Also dam and levee design should be analyzed to determing its
ability to stand pecially high water and debris impacting the dam.

Failed to use seismic hazard maps evaluate the risk of the proposed line along this 7 mile stretch along the
Klamath River being a intermediate to high hazard carthquake zone. These events could cause catastrophic
failure of the line and explosions and fires. Also, failed to evaluate the possibility active faults being in the
proposed line area. In addition failed to conduct borehole surveys at the proposed line location to map the
buried fauit pattemn.  And did not consider liquefaction which could be caused by large faults in the area.

Failed to identify to seismic zone and expected ground motion and ground failure, taking into account
amplification, during the maximum credible and maximum probable seismic events This would include a 9.0
scale quake. Failed to prove that there is no interpolate interaction near the area to produce massive quakes
Also, they failed to do adequately conduct on arca testing and studies such as test hole drilling and soil analysis
and calculations to determine maximum motion.

The attached Yonna formation data (see Att 4.0) could be used to show how unstable the area and the dikes
are—how most of the Yonna formation soil structure was washed away and is now covered with volcanic
sedimentary rock—so now there are 2 main structural strata’s—and the surface rock is now collapsing on the
old Yonna formation—this creates and unstable substructure in this area.

memmmhmwﬁmm(mwmm)mmmmm
Failed to provide data on the muitidimensional characteristics of typical earthquake events in the e
and echo wave type motion.

wwmsmmmawwmmwmﬂhmmdammplm

Failed mmewimchmdmmpﬂhhedbym(ihﬂ !ME»'I? lnwmvenw Series, 2000. (See Att 5.0)
M"mwmmumm"mmma(mmmmmmxm)mu

d into the proposed site area. The applicant also failed to show a detailed geologic map that shows
fauﬂumdkmmacuwfnultaﬁuzmpumm&m Fauits no doubt exist on the proposed facility site
but have been difficult to map because they are masked by several feet of valley fill consisting of sand and silty
gravel, Many of the active faults have lateral as well as dip movement. Very recent fault movements of the
same fault system are dramatically displayed around the school building and area of Ponderosa ITH.S. A
shallow borehole survey could be conducted at the proposed facility site to map the buried fault pattern.
Liguefaction of the subsurface soils caused by the vibration of a large fault is a possibility. A megathrust
earthquake located off the N'W coast is expected in the near fiture, The cycle for such an event is 300 to 350
yurs.Th:lmmeommedmtheyeaﬂTﬂu On Good Friday, 1964, Alaska had a megathrust quake that
shook Anch i ing liquefaction of the Bootlegger Cove clay and resulted in severe damage
to the city of Anchorag mdnwby Anchorage was located 200 miles from the epicenter. This
is ly the same di dth]maﬂiFal]uwwlﬁbelnemdﬁcmﬂnmNWmegaﬂnun

L

CCa85

CO86

CO9 Continued, page 3 of 6

C09-5 Seismic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2. This project does
not include building dams or levies, therefore they are not included

in this NEPA analysis.

Seismic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2.2. The risks of
earthquakes and the effects on welded pipelines are disclosed.

C0O9-6
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CO9

Continued, page 4 of 6

Below are some specific points the expert witness made based on bis geological evaluation of the area which C0O9-7
can be furnished upon request (see Att 5.0)) :
—Map on page 3 reveals that ¥ of the facility high hazard zone with a QTS rating and active faults can be
extrapolated through the site.
—Maps on page 4 reveals that fault lines are all around the site —the South Klamath and Sky Lakes faolis
—Page 5 discusses the seismic history of the site and the dam areas
—reveals that 3 mega quakes have happened in the past 15,000 years and currently a
fault is causing the foundation at the Ponderosa school to slide apart.
—Segimic evaluation reveals that a 9.0 mega quake is a possibility in a few years
Because of the 300 year cycles in our area{we are at year 312 in the cycle)
~There two large active volcanoes in the area one is only 25 miles from the site. And
& small one is at the entrance to the Round Lake valley only 1.0 miles away.
—Page 6 di that liquefaction is possible at the site with shaking and slope instabilities because of the soil
structure—The sliding of liquefied material and lateral spreads can tear buildings, roads and bridges apart. It
also discusses how instability occurs when the soft top scil on top of hard road tumns almost into quicksand—
building sink and tanks rise. The is particular problem at river banks et the end of a fault.

C0O9-8

Note: Failed to evaluate the current clogged condition of the river channel along this 7 mile stretch of the
Klamath River. The channel was dredged afier the 1964 flood but not since and sinker Jogs and debris often
clog the channel. They used to salvage debris every year with & raft with a boom but haven't done this since
2003. Therefore, high water from ‘weather and earthq could risk the breakage of the dikes and
cause the site to flood.

coa7

C09-9

Mmr&w(ﬁuﬁn).l(lmmhl”iﬁwﬂthkeponmd(&u?ﬂ)ﬁwcivflﬁqmmsmmdmﬂﬂ
SORO evaluation of Civil Engi 's report) Refer to (Att 9.0 for evaluation of Link River Dam structure)

Soil ev: tion (AR 22

The EIS failed evalusate the soil type for in this 7 mile stretch along the Klamath River

to prove that it is not hydric and whether or not it will absorb moisture but leave it lay on top of the soil and
let it run off to the river. They have not evaluated that toxic flooding potential if the pipeline breaks during a

catasrophic event such as an earthquake will risk the contamination of surrounding farmland and the river and
will risk severe damage to wildlife and bird habitats and endanger the fish in the adjacent Klamath River

CO8-8

Most imp soil factor that d this area will risk pollution to the river is that these types of soils
have a propensity not to absorb water and moisture but to leave it lay on the surface of the land. This is
evidenced by the many wetlands in this area and wetlands in surrounding areas and photos shown during spring
runoffs and storms (see Att 10.0)

Thelmnelevaunncfﬂlemwonuyledwﬂhﬂmmub:htyofﬂ:esoﬂahahsmbwwwlﬂnlaymmmw
allow it to drain rapidly into surrounding lands and the river will risk i of the sur ding soils and
the river. Events such as earthquakes will risk the breakage of the Klamath Lake Dam. Alm,em-m
weather events could cause levee failures and toxic drainage from the line onto the surrounding lands. This will
risk the river’s health and the sucker fish, deteriorate wildlife habitats and result in poisoning of wildlife and
birds and endangered species due to the contamination of soils

Noise Control (OAR 340-035-0035)

The pumping station near the Jake Road residential arca and hyds ic discharge station near Lawanda Hills
residential area will need noise damping measures in its design to reduce noise levels which will impact the

[ 5]

Waterbodies and floodplains are discussed in section 4.4 of the
DEIS, including susceptibility to scour. An underground pipeline
is not likely to be adversely impacted by a flood. Pacific Connector
would cross under the Klamath River using an HDD. The pipe
would be well below the river bottom and would not be impacted
by logs washing downstream. Dredging the Klamath River is not
part of the proposed Project, therefore this topic is not included in
this EIS.

Soil resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the DEIS. The
pipeline is not likely to break during an earthquake, as discussed in
section 4.2.1.3. Natural gas is lighter than air. In the unlikely event
of a leak, natural gas would not contaminate farmland or rivers,
because it would escape upwards and be disbursed in the wind.

We are not familiar with a project-related “pumping station” near
Jack Road. Hydrostatic discharges are not likely to create much
noise. Project-related noise impacts are discussed in section 4.12
of the DEIS, including impacts on wildlife.
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Humliqﬁrmhymﬁdmmmdwﬂdhﬁ(dmﬂpagei!ﬁlhmmwdm&cmusmm coas
noise imp nnpnﬂlchﬂlth).ltmhedutyuftheﬂlﬂmewlwtheadww cant

of the site location to the nearby residents and the ires an evaluation of adverse impacts

mmmmmwmmamumwomm '[‘humpauxcumldhfeshwlddsube

evaluated!!

EPA reports says that severe health impacts would result. Severe health impacts will be forthcoming.

proposed pipeline in this

CCa8-10

'l‘lmmsthm ﬁwﬂmﬁwuﬂmmﬂmﬁmmybnwbym
should be eval 1l "s milk-vetch (a plant), Shortnose sucker and Lost River

area for which imp r
sucker (fish), Bald eagle and Kit fox. (weAlI.lO] There are many places in this stretch where the Applegate's
milk-vetch exists and cannot he disturbed—it cannot be moved and transplanted or it will die. Endangered
animals feed in this area and will be poisoned if the line leaks into the ground during flooding or from excessive
runoff from streams occurs which contaminates this non porous soil which is not hydric. Also toxic fumes will
be emitted from the line. The Klamath River with its sucker fish cannot tolerate contaminated runoff from the
above sources. The worst contamination scenario would be if an earthquake were to oceur and the line broke.

This project must adhere 1o the ESA laws to protect Tt i and End. d Species in this sensitive area.
The project must also adhere to state law OAR 345-022-0070 to properly protect wildlife. The best design to
protect these species is to is to have the line built above ground for ease of maintenance and to have less impact
m&ehydmbﬂdﬂxmmﬂmummenwwmdmﬂom@fwm
And the design be shock isolated to minimize from earthquakes in this area which is in an
extremely earthquake hazard area. Iﬂlddlﬂnnﬂlﬂtshouldbcnaﬂaﬁmudmmdﬂmlm:ofﬂlﬂaﬂ
100 feet wide to prevent these species from breathing fumes from the line and minimize drinking contaminated
water around the line.  (See Att 3.0 Sierra Club report on potential PM10 emissions from the line)

Fish and Wildlife Habjtats

This area teems with avian wild life and fish in ditches and tributary streams and in the river. The areaisa
Wn,gmﬁxupmmemmwwwwmmMmmmmmmm
for sand hill cranes and other wildlife. It is home to 1-5 wildlife habitats. (see At 2.0) As with
Th d and End d Speci ltnummwofmldh&mllbepomadlf&ehmluksmthe
muuddmngﬂm&ngnrﬁmnmﬂwmﬁ'ﬂommommwhmhmmnﬂmﬂﬂsmmmﬂ
which is not hydric or toxic fumes are emitted from the line. Fish other than sucker fish in the Klamath River
cannod tolerate contaminated runoff from the above sources. The worst contamination scenario would be if an
earthquake were to occur and the line broke. In addition if the line goes through this area many thousands of
acres of wildlife habitat will be lost. This project must adhere to the MTBA laws to properly protect wildlife in
this sensitive area. mmwmmﬂwadhuemmlwﬂmﬂmwmwﬂymtwﬂdhﬁ.
Also see DAR 635-415-0025. Note: The same pipeline design as that are protect
Th 1 and Endanpered Speci ﬂmldbeuwdmﬂnpulymmﬁmndwdllfem
Wetiands
Wetlands which comprise 20-30% of this area must be properly protected under OAR141-085-0565 and
KLDC 62.050. (see Att 2.0) There is lack of public need to damage these wetlands under OAR141-085-0565.
Mmgﬁehydmlogybymngﬂnhmwmhmmwmhnghuh&mmh
DC62.50 p

l!legmmdmr.hnm
Historic, Culfural and Archaealogical Resources

[ws-RE]

I Cos-12

within 100 feet of streams. Thercfore, the line must be routed above ‘ cog3

CO9

Continued, page 5 of 6

C09-10

C09-11
C09-12

C09-13

Impacts on federal and state-listed species are addressed in Section
4.7 of the DEIS.

See response to CO9-4.

The DEIS addressed impacts on wetlands and waterbodies in
section 4.4. The DEIS discusses the need for the project to comply
with all federal, state, and local laws and ordinances. This includes
the Oregon Administrative Rules.

The pipeline would be buried underground in accordance with
DOT standards and requirements.
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12000 B ' CO9 Continued, page 6 of 6
About 0% oftisar hasnever bcn toched by humans while the et i n pasture o used fo hay farming. C09-14 The DEIS discusses the need for the project to c_omply with all
According to the tribes an abundance of ¢ ials exist in this area and should not be touched federal, state, and local laws and ordinances. This includes laws to
The project must adhere 1o the requirements of_OAR345-022-0090 to protect archaeological materials that exist | cos-14 protect archeological materials.  Section 4.11 of the DEIS
i kit Lt 0 g G i Bt addressed the identification and protection of important
wwhmmwirMmmﬁffmmmﬁ:&mm archaeological sites. Between MP 187 (near Keno) and MP 199
R e (Klamath River) most of the pipeline corridor was surveyed for
Attt cultural resources, includi_ng s_hpvel_testi_ng. Two_prehistoric
e _— i T i coa-ts archaeological sites were identified in this area, which are not
At 2.0 SORO lawyer's feportfor 7 mle strtch along Klamath River ' eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; and one
s g e s il R historic site (the Weyerhaeuser Mill) which is eligible.
i:::ﬁm’;m“”f:;;’:ﬂ:;&ww“’“““"_“”“““’“ CO9-15  This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly
g;;g%m%mmm“mm comment on the DEIS. These attachments have been reviewed and
A1t 9.0 SORO evaluation of Link River Dam structure any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis
AEIO PRl el e as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this
Appendix to the FEIS. The entire comment letter, including these
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession
number 20150120-0007.
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-years. Yet, the United Netions has found that our efforts are offset by

GLOBAL iy,

143 SE Lane Avenue
Roseburg, Oregon 97470

Janpuary 16, 2015

Kimberly Bose,- Secretary, FERC
BB8B First Street NE
Washington, D.C. 20426
RE: Jordan Cove Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Docket # CP 13-483
CP 13-492

Dear Secretary Bose,

The Board of the Douglas Coumty Global Warming Coslition of Douglas Coumty,
Oregon strongly opposes the construction of the Jordan Cove Energy Project. coto4
Specifically, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to properly

evaluate significant impact this project will have on climate change.

Data from the Envircommental Protection Agency shows that once 's only
coal plant closes :m 2020, this project will be the highest gas
emitter in Over the next thirty years, Jordan Cove would add cote2
sixty-three mi ion tons of deadly greenhouse gas pollution to the atmosphere.
To put this figure in the proper context, a recent United Nations report
warned that at the rate we are burning fossil fuels - and this includes
jectssnxhaa.}m:dant'we-inﬂﬁ.rty s we will be condemned to
a pearly 4 degree temperature rise or higher. Given its high level of
gea:hnuse gas emissions, Jordan Cove clearl{ camnot be viewed in isolation
be measured in terms of its cumulative effect om climate change.

Equally clear is the intent of the Obama Administration te demand Federal
agencies be held to this standard. Draft guidelines released in December i
by the White House's Council on Envirommental Quelity called on Federal
agencies to consider greerhouse gas emissions and climate change impacts

for envirormental reviews under the National Envirommental Policy Act.

Amomg the sgencies which fall under these guidelines is the Federal Energy
Regulatory Cormission. These guidelines also encourage consideration of
alternatives that have smaller carbon feotprints.

In addition, the recent agreement between President Obema and China stipulated
the United States would reduce greenhouse gas emissions 28% over the next ten

CO10-4

our’ exports of these dirty fossil fuels such as those proposed by Jordan Cove.

The need to address climate change inmediately and dramatically carmot be
overstated. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration stated that
last year, 2014, has become the hottest year on record. Here in Oregon, the
devastating impacts of climate change are & being felt. According to

the National Climate Assessment released in March, 2014, ocean acidificatiom,
melting snowpacks and increased wildfires are bning caused by global warming now.

C010-1

CO10-2

C010-3

CO10-4

Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
See the response to IND1-1.

Project generated GHG emissions were discussed in section
4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See also the response to IND1-1.

The draft guidelines specify (p. 7) that "In light of the difficulties
in attributing specific climate impacts to individual projects, CEQ
recommends agencies use the projected GHG emissions...as the
proxy for assessing a proposed action's potential climate change
impacts." This is what was done; (i.e., GHG emissions are
presented in Section 4.12.1.4). That being said, we have also
identified the importance of climate change as a cumulative impact
in Section 4.14.3.12. Modifications to the text in these sections
have been made to clarify.

Comment noted.
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Jordan Cove Energy Project
Draft Envirommental Impact Statement
Docket # CP 13-483

CP 13-492

The Douglas County Global Warming Coslition is an all-volunteer, grassroots
organization representing four hundred citizens in our commmity. Since

2003, we have been dedicated to promoting positive solutions to the climate
crisis and a substantial reduction in the use of fossil fuels. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement fails to recognize the significant contribution
the Jordan Cove Energy Project makes to climate change and the context in
which these emissions would be released. We urge you to m]ant t.lus pm]ect
for the well-being of our country, future generations and the plane

which we all live.

Sincerely,
The Board of The Douglas County Global Warming Coalition

Neal Hadley  Arthur Chaput  Dick Dolgonas Ruth Kaser
Jim Long Gabe Dumm Polly Stirling Stuart Liebowite
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CO11 Jackson County Democrats

- @V\’ 5 e, f q"’i CO11-1 The current BLM and Forest Service land management regulations
\(3 _ C/Q\ _,b,q@ 1 4 (43 CFR 1600 and 36 CFR 219) do not preclude the placement of
QQ\ C/Q\ \/ energy transmission facilities on BLM and Forest Service public
e e lands, and BLM specifically has the authority to grant ROWs for

energy transmission facilities on Federal lands. The BLM and

i Forest Service have proposed site-specific amendments (under
-~ . : these same authorities) to some of the management direction in the
bl B.om s LMPs. No revisions of LMPs have been proposed by the BLM or
A Forest Service for the PCGP project. As part of the consideration
to amend specific portions of LMPs the BLM and FS have prepared

Dear Governor Kitzhaber, compensatory mitigation plans that would ensure the objectives in

JACKSON COUNTY DEMS OPPOSE JORDAN COVE PROJECT [l
The purpose of this this letter is to state that the Jacksen County Democrats are upp usetl'?a the jordan
Cove LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) export terminal and the Pacific Connector pipeline. We are asking

the respective LMPs could be maintained if the PCGP project was
approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and appendix F of the
DEIS.

that all agencies, State and Federal, deny permits for this project. This project is not in the public
Interest lacally, Oregon, or globally. We fzel that the Canadian company, Veresen, is taking ecariomic
advantage of four economically-stressed counties in Southern Gregon. They are "offering” short-term
financial gain and a few jobs in exchange for very long-term environmental destruction, not only in
Scu*ner‘! Oregon Lt ona g]nbal scale, thmugh indreased climate change emissions. .

CO11-2 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when

it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.

1ge the Por ¢ cf Lups Sa_v it would réquire the rmum,gnt six million
cunic feet of bay sedimient, partions containing toxic chemicals, to create a ship for ships and raise the
tsunarii-prene spit 40 to 60 feet The completed liguefaction and power plants would cover 500 acres,
The proposed pipeline would run through 232 miles of public Bureau of Land Management [BLM), L.5.
Forest Service, and private land. It crosses three major rivers, including the Rogue River and 400
tributaries, where salmon and other wilidlife restoration projects have been making gains. It will
negatively impact Southern Oregon's world-class recreational and scenic rivers with loss of fish
habitat, increased water turbidity events, and other consequences from potential catastrophic events.
The pipeline would require taling down 2 swath of trees 50 wade, scarring the landscape and
devaluating all nearby private property values.

| CONFLICTING REGULATIONS
Current BLM and Forest Service Land Ma nagemﬂm reguiaﬁ ons do not allow such cnnslruct on

intrusions upon public lands so those plans will need fo be revized - fo the detriment of well-thought o114

out and focused efforts to manage wisely ournatural resources,’ Furthermare, many private

property awners fear the taking of their land by eminent domain. [ it true that eut of country o
Con-2

corporations now have gained the right of émirent dsmain cver U.S. citizens when the benefit
accrues oily to the foreign corporation? Eminént domain was never intended for the right and
benefit of private foreign corporations over wishes of LS laudownw sasin the present case. There is
ne hel‘le itto !\msrlcar' landawners 1i1rougt‘ ‘this ac'l‘lo}'l : .

* Jackson’ Countv Democraﬂ: Central Committee
P.C. Box 4474, Medford, OR 97501 * Phone 'SA’—L}BSS =1050 Fax L541} 776- ?862
mail@jcdemocrats.org . W, cherr'uvats org
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g nbe ASICt.d to post a catastrophe bond to cover costs of potential mudslides, explosions, loss

of gronudwau., and other events resuiting from forest clearing and pipeline burial, unforeseen fires
from pipeline breaches, etc.? Other negative impacts and risks are anticipated by many scientists. For
example, in Coos Bay and along the entire pipeline route, one major risk is pipaline rupture or slow
leakage due to natural causes, including flash flood stresses on the pipeline where it crosses under
rivers. Furthermore, researchers say a massive earthquake and tsunarni could soon strike the
Northwest U.S. coast, capable of killing more than 10,000 peaple, fiooding entire towns, and causing
economic damages totaling $32 billion. And that is without taking into consideration potential LNG
pipeline ruptures.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS :

It 1s also worth noting that the project undermines Oregon's efforts to meet its own greenhouse gas
emissicns goals (2007 House Bill 3543), since the terminal itself would soon be Oregon's largest
polluter, In addition, the project demands increased fracked natural gas extraction with atmospheric
methane leakage at every step of processing and shipping, and we find the cumulative effects of the
project are likely to have an immense global warming impact. Oregon is committed to being a national
leader in the arena of combating climate change. Allowing the state to serve as a conduit for the export
of fessil fuels is NOT a way o meet this goal.

Many predict if natural gas is exported, domestic prices will rise because of the feedback from
international price setting pressures: Ratepayers and LS. comp that have converted from coal to
naturzl gas will shoulder the burden. Exporting domestic natural gas undermines America's efforts for
energy independence. Experting natural gas only delays’ prugresa on austdmdb]eemrgy pm]u:ls and
accelerates the cata stmphlc cllmale change's e{"ecs

We do have sympathy for neéded Jobs and new revenue sourees in the Southern Oregon counties. We
live here. However, we suggest that energy compenies and the State and Federal governments
encourage and invest in long-term, forward-looking sustainable energy projects, rather than depending
on out-of date fossil fuel develupmems.

We have a chance m make a differente in'this world and in Gregr:m specifically. Do not suppor‘r permits
far this damaging, potentialiy cataslrnpl‘nc project i retarn for short-term private carporate profits.
Stap it now. Support renewable wave and wmd energy pnojects forthe southern Clregon -Goast and ali of
Qregon,

WM&(M«%

Jackson County Democrats Central Committee

Ce: U.S. Senator feff Merkle}r. u. S Senatﬁr Ron Wyden U S Rep Gr\Pg Walden SenarnrAIan the:, :
Rep: Peter Buckley, Rep. Tina Kotek," Rep Betry I(omp, Rep. Val Hoyle, Senator Diane :
Rosenhaum FERC, Cregon DEQ. ;

CO11 Continued, page 2 of 2

[=adh B

COt-4

GO

COMs

CO11-3

CO11-4

CO11-5
CO11-6

The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific
Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover
retirement costs. Also, both companies would have insurance to
cover the unlikely event of an incident. Seismic risks are assessed
in section 4.2.

GHG emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in
section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. This Project does not include
fracking. See response to IND1-2.

See response to IND37-4.

The economic benefits of the Project were outlined in section 4.9
of the DEIS.
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February 12, 2015

The Honorable Cheryl LaFleur
Chairman

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
H88 First Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Chairman LaFleur:

We are writing in strong support of the Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific
Connector Gas Pipeline (PCGP) Project proposed for Coos Bay, Oregon. We
hope the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) will complete the final
environmental impact statement (EIS) for this project as soon as possible.

The men and women we represent are eager to go to work on this project. With
waork on the Intel Corporation construction project in northern part of the State
hegi
our membership. In fact, this $7.7 billion construction project (export facility
and pipeline) will employ an average of 1,750 people over 42 months with peak
employment being 3,000 construction jobs. This project will bring job security
for nearly four vears, which is almost unheard of in the construction industry and

ing to wrap up, the Jordan Cove project is that much more important to

especially in Oregon. And because this is only one of two projects with a signed
project labor agreement (PLA), these jobs will certainly go to our members.

Our members have significant experience working on construction projects like
this one, and our organizations have a long track record of doing high quality
work. More to the point, Jordan Cove and PCGP will operate where many of the
men and women working on the project live with their families, send their kids
to school and enjoy all of the outdoor recreational activities that Oregon’s natural
arcas provide. In other words, they are committed to building a facility that will
operate safely, and in a way that minimizes the impact on the environment.

CO12 Building and Construction Trades

CO12-1

Comment noted.
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To be clear, we want FERC to do its due diligence when evaluating this project.

We only hope this process moves Torward without [urther delay so that our

members can get to work.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely.

WA

i R

Nerth Ameriea’s Building Trades Unions

(e £S5

International I3rotherhood of
Clcgirical Workers

(Unternational Associgglon of | [eat and

Pms{t}n{su}alorsl and Allied Workers
/48 Y )
(bl A
Infernational Hr(/vfherhond of
Boilermakers, Jon Ship Builders.
Blacksiiths, Forgers and Helpers.

V203

United Association of Journcymen and
Apprentices of the Plumbing awd Pipe
Fitting Industry ol the ULS, and Canada

YnitedCnion ci'/ﬂoul'crs,

Walerproofers and Allied Workers

) =
(e.dsD Tl
Operative Plasterers’ and CSgtent

Masons® Tnternational Association
ol the T1.8. and Canada

y)

Gx{cmamnal Brotherhood of Teamsters

Laborcr(ﬂnlcnmuona 1 Union of
North America

s, Bt

Intcrnational Union of Bricklayers
and Allicd Craltworkers

LB b

Inicrnational Association of Bridge,
Struetural, Omamental and
Reinloreing Tron Workers

Neph § Ny
Thlernational Adsociation of Sheet Matal,
Arr, Ruil and Transportation Workers

Inlcm'j@

] Umion of Elevator
Comglructors

International {-miof of Painters
And Allied Trades

LS geath

Cgﬁes T. Callahan
ternational Lnion of Operaring Engincers

CO12 Continued, page 2 of 3

Comment noted.
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co13
FERC Dockets: CP13-483-000, CP13-492-000, DEQ #54484-RF, 54908-RF, MWP-2012-441,
Lrmy Corps: IWP-2012441

OREGON
WILD

Formerly Oregon Natural Resources Council {ONRC)

P Box 11646 | Eugene OR 87440 | 541-344-0675 | fax 541-343-0996
dhiforegonild.org | hittp:dhseoregond d.ore/

Petition Oppasing the Jordon Cove LNG = Pacific Gas Connector Pipeline

We, the undersigned, urge all relevant state and federal agendesto reject the Jordon Cove LNG Expott Terminal
and the Pacific Gas Connector Pipeline.

- Liquefied Natural Gas [LNG) extracted viafracking harms our climate, water, and habitat. Methane leaks to the
atmosphere throughout the production chain. Compressing gas to liquid uses large amounts of energy and cancels | CO1341
any argument that gas is a "bridge fuel” In nrderto protect our climate, we have t learn to say “NO* and leave

fossil fuels in the ground

-The proposed exportterminal islocated in atsunari red 2one. Tsunamiwaves may bounce around the bay and col32
exceed the barviers designed to prote ot the LN G facilitie s
- This project will harm the fragile ecosystem of Coos Bay and the North Spit Thisincludes impacts from ‘ G745
construction, maintenance, shipping, ballast water, etc
- The Pacific Gas ConnectorPipeline from Coos Bay to Klamath Falls and beyaond threatensto pollute drinking | CO134
water, harm wetlands, and degrad e scores of salmon bearing rivers and streams. Clearing the pipeline right-of-way T
will destroy thousands of acres of publicfore sts, including old growth and habitat for e ndangered species.
-The proposed pipeline crosses scores of fish-bearing streams and two mountain ranges, the Coast Range and
Cascades. It is urwise to build a pipeline through rugged coastal mountains that are pounded by severe winter o
storms and prone to landslides. There WILL be landslides and water pollution. The pipeline is also a safety hazard
and 3 fire hazard. Qutside of developed areas, rural residents are threatened by lower standards for pipeline
canstruction
- Use of erinent domain to seize private lands and allow a foreign company to accessforeigh markets will violate o137
private property rights
- Fracking should not be encouraged by creating an export market. Gas export will destabilize dome stic markets for
natural gas by tying those markets to intemational forces, likely increasing domestic gas prices and haming

co1348

existing zas customers large and small. It makes no sense to build a multi-billion dollar export facility while energy
prices are declining. The rapid bait-and-switch from LNG import to LNG export highlights the speculative and
unsettling nature of this project

Based an the overwhelming harms that will accur, the project is clearly NOT in the public intere st and should be

rejected

Thank you for considering this petition. [1360 signature s as of 2-11-2015, attached]

CO13

Oregon Wild

CO13-1

CO13-2

CO13-3

CO13-4

CO13-5

CO13-6

CO13-7

CO13-8

Some of the natural gas supplied to the Jordan Cove terminal would
have been produced by conventional means. As explained in
section 1.4.4, there is no reasonable way to know exploration or
production methods. The Project-specific impacts on waterbodies
are discussed in section 4.4 of this EIS; impacts on habitats are
addressed in section 4.5. FERC-jurisdictional transmission
pipelines leak very small amounts of methane. See the responses to
IND1-1, IND1-2, and IND6-1.

As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS, Jordan Cove would design
and construct its facilities in a manner that takes geological
conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration. Potential
impacts from a future predicted tsunami on the terminal are
discussed in section 4.2.1.3.

Impacts on Coos Bay and the North Spit are addressed in sections
4.4 and 4.5.

As explained in section 4.4.2.2, the Pacific Connector pipeline
would not pollute drinking water sources. Impacts on wetlands are
discussed in section 4.4.3.2; impacts on salmon in section 4.6.

Impacts on old growth forest are discussed in section 4.5.1.2;
impacts on endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.

Thousands of miles of natural gas transmission pipelines have been
safely constructed and operated through mountainous terrain. See
the safety section in 4.13 of the EIS. The DOT regulates pipeline
design and standards. Fire hazards are discussed in section 4.5.1.2.

Property rights would not be violated; see section 4.9 of the EIS.
The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.

See the response to IND37-4.
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Friends of
the Earth

February 12, 2015
To whom it may concern:

I am deeply concerned about the impacts of the proposed Jordan Cove liguefied natural gas (LNG)
terminal and Pacific Connector gas pipeline. FERC's Draft Envi limpact for this
proposal in Oregon is sorely insufficient and fails to demonstrate that there is any public need for this
project.

The extraction, transport and eventual burning of fracked gas cannot be considered a bridge fuel.
Natural gas is predominantly methane. Leakage occurs in drilling and production, transmission,
processing and refining, and distribution {including liquefaction into LNG, its transport, regasification
and redistribution). These fugitive methane emissions are critical factors in the life-cycle pollution of
natural gas.

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, methane is 87 times more potent at
trapping heat in the atmosphere than carbon dioxide over a 20-year period. Recent studies from
Stanford to MASA point to the life-cycle of gas being as bad for the climate as coal. Shockingly, the
impacts of this proposal on our climate are not addressed in your analysis.

Similarly, exporting gas to new markets would accelerate fracking, yet the impacts of increased fracking
to feed this export project are not analyzed in your document.

‘We need good jobs, not temporary construction jobs in fossil fuel development. The U.S. should be a
leader in shifting us away from fossil fuels and into a robust renewable energy culture. One million
dollars of investment in oiland gas development creates 5 jobs. The same amount of investment in sclar
creates more than 14 jobs.

This project is clearly not in the public interest and is only co for a foreigr d gas company.

1 urge you to deny the certificate for this project.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments.

Sincerely, ‘

Final EIS
Co14 Friends of the Earth,
C014-1 The EIS evaluates the environmental effects of the Project, not the
need. The Commission will consider the need in its decision.
C014-2 See the responses to IND1-2 and -3.
C014-3 The comment is correct, fracking is not analyzed in this EIS, see
the response to IND1-3 for the reason.
CO14-4 Comment noted.
C014-5 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not

direct comments on the DEIS or Project. These attachments have
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199.
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I COl5  Colorado Oil & Gas Assciaton, David Ludlam

e e CO15-1  Comment noted.

Grand Junction, O 81502

(

COLORADO
OIL&GAS Grand Junction, 0 81501

ASSOCIATION Phone 2199

205 N, 4th 51, Suite 2710

www WSCOGA ang

February 13, 2015

Honarable Cheryl LaFleur

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
886 First Street, NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

RE: COMMENTS OF THE WEST SLOPE COLORADO OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION: Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline
Projects (Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-482-000).

Issued November 7, 2014,

Dear Madam Chair,

The Vest Slope Colorado Qil & Gas Association ("WSCOGA”) applauds the Federal Energy

latary Ce ion's (FERC) lusion in a recent DEIS that impacts associated with the
prcposcd Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector project would be reduced and “less
than significant” once mitigations are applied. Our association concurs wath this finding and asks
you expedite approval on this basis.

While we also concur lmpacts from the proposed action will be negligible, the positive economic
benefits in communities working to preduce upstream natural gas supplies for the terminal are
considerable. Economic benef'nﬁ from Jordan Cove, to economically challenged areas in Western
Colorado, were not properly addressed in the DEIS. We ask this shortcoming be remedied in the
final environmental impact staternent (*FEIS"). Even if the majority of natural gas were sourced
from Canada, Rockies producers would benefit from displacement of natural gas cumrently
reprassing the market and imiting economic activity in Western Colorado.

CO151

WSCOGA's mission is to enhance oil and natural gas production in Western Colorado while also
enhancing the communities where members work, live and raise their families. Membership
includes a diverse base including Fortune 500 companies as well as small businesses and
individuals. The Piceance Basin is one of the nation's most reliable opportunities for investors
seeking predictable natural gas well economics; delineated geology; reliable pipeline capacity;
and, a stable, supportive local regulatory body. While long-term equity investments in western
Colorade's natural gas reserves are ongoing, Jordan Cove will only improve confidence investors
have shown in the region. The Jordan Cove project will increase the range and diversity of
financial hedging tools available to long-view natural gas buyers. The project will also better help
investors gauge both the qualitative and quantitative value of the Piceance Basin and what the
resource offers overseas natural gas markets.

W-119 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150212-5031 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/12/2015 6:30:20 DM CO15 Continued, page 2 of 3

CO15-2 Comment noted.
WSCOGA believes Jordan Cove is important to our membership as the Ruby Pipeline is a direct
conduit from the Piceance and Sandwash basins to the proposed terminal -the first proposed U.S C015‘3 Comment nOted-
export terminal providing Rockies producers with reliable, affordable access to new markets. The
DEIS does not contain conternplation on the negative impacts a project denial would have onthe | coisz
Ficeance Basin by removing one of the catalysts (the terminal) for attracting future investments
in the basin.

Under the "Alternatives Considered” section the Executive Summary, FERC notes the agency did
not consider other terminals from the Guif or East Coast as being viable aternatives to the Jordan
Cove project. The same summary noted those possible alternative terminals will source natural
gas from reserves in the Appalachian Basin and Louisiana and Texas, respectively. Therefore,
the Jordan Cove project, at this time, is the only proposed LNG export terminal in the lower 48
states that will provide Rocky Mountain natural gas production with direct access to new markets
-markets already afforded to Gulf and east coast exporters by DOE and FERC. Therefore, the
Jordan Cove project has a high benefit to energy producing communities in the Rockies.

The DEIS Executive Summary also briefly contemplates the economic and socio-economic
benefits of the project in Oregon while completely omitting equally important economic benefits
to upstr producing ities. This ission should be cted in the final EIS. Also
noteworthy is the lack of positive socioeconomic benefits to the entire Rocky Mountain region

given the nationally significant connectivity to the Ruby Pipeline.

Sec. 4.9 Socioeconomics (4-786)

The socioeconomic analysis introductory paragraph notes that impacts associated with the project
would eccur primarily within Coos County, Oregon.

Qur association requests specifically the introductory paragraph include references as te how the
project will benefit upstream producing economies in the Rocky Mountain region. By providing
contracts for capacity and or through modest pricing improvements for natural gas related to
overall displacement, the project will benefit the economy of the Rocky Mountain region both
directly and indirectly. Specifically, the Piceance Basin including Mesa, Garfield, Moffat, Rio
Blanco and Delta Counties should be included as increased production and long-term access to
overseas markets will improve local drilling economics; increase the likelihood of foreign
investment in Piceance reserves; and, act as a catalyst for the creation of additional jobs, ad-
volorem tax, sales tax, severance tax, federal mineral lease payments, energy impact grants and
business personal property tax revenues,

Potential sources of data to assist the agency's description of economic benefits to Northwest
Colorado include the Colorado Department of Local Affairs, the CU School of Business and | <©'%2
Colorado Mesa University's Unconventional Energy Center.

4.9.1.4 Economy and Employment

Morthwest Colorade has suffered economically under depressed natural gas prices and as a
result of no access to overseas markets. Unemployment has increased, jobs have been reduced
and general « ic output has declined. These chall have Ited in Northwestern
Colorado not having 2 meaningful place in the ongoing economic recovery. Annual per capita
income in many Northwest Colorado communities lags behind the national average as does
median househeld income.
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CO15-4 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not
direct comments on the DEIS or Project. These attachments have

While Jordan Cove's socio-economic consultant prepared an analysis of economic impacts of the

construction and operation of the LNG Terminal Project itself, the analysis did not include not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the
interviews with Westem Colorado counties and economic development agencies who will benefit f - .
by increasing access to new markets for natural gas. This omission should be remedied. eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199.

4.9.1.5 Tax Revenues

In MNorthwestern Colorado revenue streams from upstream natural gas production fund school
districts, special disftricts, state agencies, infrastructure projects and provide enormous revenue
to support infrastructure. The Final EIS should indude benefits to upstream communities in the
form of increased tax revenues that will result when Rockies producers have access to new
markets via the Ruby and Pacific Connector pipeline projects.

PFipeline Capacity Utilization

Recent national pipeline infrastructure build-outs included the Ruby Pipeline. In the final EIS
approving the Ruby pipeline’'s construction, sociceconomic narratives described the local,
regional and national economic benefits of the pipeline project. Unfortunately, today, capacity on
the line is underutilized averaging 61% capacity utilization. (Harpole, pg 17 2015). The Jordan
Cove Project may represent future economic benefits by allowing for more efficient use of current
interstate pipeline systems while also helping justify future Ruby Pipeline expansion which would
also provide additional economic benefits to communities along the pipeline route as well as
upstream natural gas producing communities.

Congress is passing legislation in attempts to remedy delay and malaise around terminal
approvals. In the spirit of echoing congressional intent we ask FERC to approve this important
project without delay so proponents can move forward with a final investment decision.

Best wishes,

W

David Ludlam, Executive Director CO154
West Slope Colorado Qil and Gas Assodation

CC: Honorable Senator Michael Bennet
Honorable Senator Cory Gardner
Honorable Representative Scott Tipton
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W-121 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

CO16 Green America, Todd Larsen

CO016-1 See the response to IND1-1.

Gf cen C016-2 See the response to IND1-3.
©Am

February 12, 2015

Chairman Cheryl A. LaFleur, Commissioner Philip D. Moeller,
Commissi Tony Clark, Commissi Norman C. Bay,
Commissioner Colette D. Honorable

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, NE

‘Washington, DC 20426

Re: Jardan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects (Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and
CP13-492-000)

Dear Commissioners:

Green America is a national non-profit organization with 180,000 individual members and 3,500
business members nationwide, and several thousand individual members and over 100 businesses in
Qregon. Qur green business network is the largest network of certified green business in the United
States. Green America is also a member of the American Sustainable Business Council, which represents
over 150,000 businesses nationwide.

Qn behalf of our members, we are expressing concerns about the possible environmental impacts of the
proposed Jordon Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects. We are also concerned that
FERC's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) underestimates the impacts and risks associated
with this project.

In particuiar, we have concerns about the following:

Climate Change Impacts. The Draft EIS fails to take account of the climate change impacts of lordan
Cove and the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. Jordan Cove would likely become the largest
greenhouse gas emitting project in Oregon within the next decade. The project would release an
estimated 2.1 million metric tons of carben dioxide and equivalents. Oregon has set aggressive goals for
limiting greenhouse gas emissions, and Jordan Cove would work to undermine them.

The power plants used to liquefy natural gas would operate with a capacity of 420 megawatts, which is CO16-1
enough energy to power 400,000 homes. In addition, the venting of natural gas will also significantly
increase emissions, and there will be methane leaks from the pipeline and at the plant. Methane has
heat trapping properties 87 times as great as carbon dioxide.

Green America requests that FERC more fully research the greenh gas emissions of the proj
and their impacts on Oregen and its greenhouse gas reduction targets.

Increased Fracking. Jordan Cove and other LNG shipping facilities are accelerating US exploration of

natural gas, much of it through fracking. Research is increasingly highlighting the negative cote3

1612 K Street NWY, Suite 600 Washington, DC 20006 T. 800.58. GREEN F 202.331.8166 www.GreenAmerica.org
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C016-3 The analysis did not concur with the opinions of these two

environmental impacts of fracking on local communities. Fracking is tied to water and air pollution, SCientiStS_
significantly increased seismic activity, and degraded infrastructure. Jordan Cove would work to
increase these impacts in order to ship natural gas overseas. Thus, the natural gas in question would not col62
even benefit US communities, and shipping natural gas overseas could also contribute to an increase in continued
the price of natural gas for US consumers.

Green America requests that FERC better account for the impact of the lordan Cove project on
communities impacted by fracking.

The danger to the community surrounding Jordan Cove. In FERC's draft EIS, the agency states that it
believes “the facility design proposed hy Jordan Cove includes acceptable layers of protection or
safeguards which would reduce the risk of a potentially hazardous scenario from developing inte an
even that could impact the off-site public.” However, two well-recognized scientific experts, Jerry
Havens, of the University of Arkansas, and James Venart, eméritus professor at the University of New
Brunswick, have called FERC's assessment into question. The two scientists point out that the use of
propane and ethylene, two highly flammable gases, create a risk for explosion and that the 40 foot
impermeable barriers around the proposed plant could actually retain vapor leaks contributing to an
increased hazard in the event of an explosion.

c0o16-3
The risks are not thearetical. Explosions in the last decade in Algeria and more recently in Washington
State have left environmentalists, emergency responders, and citizens living near proposed LNG facilities
inthe U.S, understandably concerned.

LNG can vaporize and form highly explosive clouds in pipelines and other parts of the facility if its
container leaks. In a phenomenan called rapid phase transition, the heat transfer from spilling enough
water at room temperature on the subzero LNG can cause a tremendous “cold explosion.”

FERC should more ghly the risk of at Jordan Cove and the potentially

catastrophic impact on local communities.

Based on the known climate change impacts and increased fracking impacts, combined with the
potential for catastrophic explosions, Green America believes that a complete and rigorous assessment
of the costs versus benefits of Jordan Cove would result in a recommendation that the project be
terminated.

We would be happy to discuss any of the above concerns with FERC Commissioners and we thank you in
advance for your attention to these comments.

Sincerely,

Todd Larsen
Corporate Responsibility Division Director
Green America
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Cascadia Wildlands

Febmary 12, 2013

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Cornmission
BEE First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Comments on the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project
Draft Environmental Inpact Statement
Diocket Numbers CP13483-000 and CP13-492-000

Table of Contents

I “TimberSaleTisuss sasmsinmyanaasraiiarg: .2
2. MNWFF, Plan Rewvisions and mitigations................ 4
3. Climate Impacts 5
4. Manne marnmals and Iud Shrimp o Rl
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7. Mew Caissa 10
& How much gasis being exported.. A1
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10. Other NEPA issues . .
Including: Documents not available, Gas movements between
pipelines, Pip eline “subject to attack™, Heat and Electrical
Charges, Communication Towers, and Commenting,

11. Supporting Docurmentatiofn ..o 16

Kimberly B ose,

Please consider these comments from Cascadia Wildlands onthe Draft Environm ental
Impact Statement (DELZ) issued November 11, 2014 for the Jordan Cove Energy Project
and Pacific Connector Pipeline. Cagcadia Wildlands 12 a non-profit conservation
organization located in Eugene, Oregon representing approzimately 6,000 members and
supporters. Cascadia Wildlande worke to protect and restore the waldlands and species in
the Cascadia bioregion. Many of our members utilize the project area for hiking, fishing,
and other recreation and work-related activities.

POB 10455 Eugene OR 97440 - ph 5414341463 - f 541.434.6494 - info@cascwildorg
www.Casc org
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1. Timber Sale issues

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline (PCGP) estimates 17.379 mmbf ol timber will be cleared
on federal lands, 10 mmbf on BLM and 7.4 on Forest Service lands'. The DEIS
descriptions of how these timber sales will be implemented has a number of problems.

“The BLM will require Pacific Connector to purchase trees contractors have damaged in
the Uncleared Storage Areas (UCSAs).” This is a perverse incentive to damage trees in
the Uncleared Storage Areas. Instead, the BLM should financially penalize companies for
all damaged trees in the UCS As, and nof allow them to be cut and sold. If a tree must be
cut because it was made a hazard, it should be left on site. It is usual in other BLM timber
sales for the contractor to be penalized for any reserve trees that are damaged, so PCGP
should not be given a special exemption, at least not without an explanation of why they
deserve it

lncredﬂ)l\ the Right of Way Clearing Plan says the 1s| M \\lll “abstain from penalmno
. iy 3 .

1 penalties for da xd trees. The same plan for
nt from BLM. The For vs “liguidated damages
ry damage occurs to retamed trees. Only on BLM land are
dlll1lilg¢‘- forgiven. The BLM must explain why they are difTerent from the Forest Service
and why this contract would be different from their usual timber sale contracts.

Iundreds of acres will be clearcut, vet the required 6 to 8 trees dispersed through the
stand will not be retained, as required by the Northwest Forest Plan. No mitigation was
offered for this vielation.

The Forest Service provisions for selling logs to Pacitic Connector includes a tracking
system to assure logs are not exported.” The BLM has no similar plan. Since the BLM
timber is mixed in the O&C Checkerboard with private lands, where export is allowed. it
is especially important for the BLM to have a tracking svstem at least as good as the
Forest Service. But instead. the BLM has no way of assuring that public timber is not
exported. This must be changed. or. the BLM must explain why it is incapable of
implementing a tracking system, when the Forest Service has one.

“Irees cut in Riparian Reserves (RRs) and Late Successional Reserves (LSRs): The BLM
and Forest Service treat RRs and T.8Rs differently. “Trees cut within the Riparian
Reserves and LSRs on BLM lands will be disposed of as determined by Pacific
Connector.” But on Forest Service lands, ““Irees cut within the Riparian Reserves and
L8Rs on USFS lands will be left in place or decked as specified by the USFS to meet
land management objectives....”

_Right-of-Way Clearing Plan. Appendix U of the Plan of Development. January 2013 Page 2
“ ReW Clearing Plan. page 4
* RoW Clearing Plan page 5.
! RoW Clearing Plan, Page 6
RoW Clearing Plan, page 5.
“ RoW Plan. Page 8
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COM7-1

CoM7-2

CO17-3

CO17-4

CO17-1

CO17-2

CO17-3

CO17-4

Neither agency proposes to "forgive" damages to trees in the
UCSAs. The BLM will hold PCGP financially responsible for all
trees cut or damaged in the UCSAs. BLM does not have the
authority to sell timber and retain it on site. Forest Service operates
under different legal authority and can retain trees that have been
cut and direct their use.

The green tree retention standards in the NWFP are directed at
timber management activities in the Matrix and do not apply to
removal and management of vegetation for a right-of-way
authorization.

The export of logs from clearing the right-of-way on BLM and
Forest Service lands is restricted. The restrictions would be
stipulated in the agencies' contracts for the sale of right-of-way
timber. They are also detailed in the Plan of Development filed
with FERC by the applicant. Section 2.1.5 of the DEIS will be
revised in the Final EIS to address this comment.

This comment addresses the Right of Way Clearing Plan in the Plan
of Development, not the DEIS. The full sentence for the Forest
Service reads: Trees cut within the Riparian Reserves and LSRs on
USFS lands will be left in place or decked as specified by the USFS
to meet land management objectives if determined necessary by the
USFS (emphasis added). The BLM does not have a similar
authority whereby a purchaser would cut timber and BLM would
retain it on site. The BLM does have the authority to allow a
purchaser to use timber they have bought for another purpose on
the project, like LWD in the streams. The BLM and USFS are not
double counting mitigation. The off-site mitigation actions
proposed in the compensatory mitigation plans are in addition to
any project requirements and design features that are on-site.
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CO17-5 This is not a BLM forest management action. It is a pipeline
construction project that if approved would occupy federal lands

It is unclear why the BLM will allow Pacific Connector to dispose of these trees as they . .
see fit, while the Forest Serviee retains control over reserve tees. Reserved trees were Under a rlght Of Way grant- The EIS has dlSC|osed the effeCtS and
never caleulated as part of the BLM umber volume PSQ. They are meant only for Consultations Wlth appropriate agencies has been Conducted.

wildlife. Therefore, the BLM should use them for wildlife restoration. The BLM knows

better than Pacific Connector how to implement the Northwest Forest Plan. e Agency deCiSionS made Undel’ these COﬂditiOﬂS may a”OW fOf the
If the BLM allows Pacific Connector to put these logs in the stream, the Pacific e u_se Of fel Ier-bunCherS _On Steeper Slopes than typlcal Iy Used for
Connector cannot take mitigation credit. Pacific Connector cannot use an action that t|mber management actions.

requires mitigation {cutting trees in a reserve) to mitigate another action that requires
mitigation (removing shade along streams). This would be double counting mitigations,

The BLM will allow Pacific Connector 1o use feller bunchers on slopes up to 50%., This
is excessive and damaging to soils. The Roseburg BLM doesn’t allow local operators to
use a feller buncher in this manner, why would BLM give Pacific Connector special
treatment? For instance, the BLM s Thunderbolt Timber Sale EA said: “Feller-buncher
systems are not commonly used on the Roseburg District but one operation that was
monitored resulted in 7-9 percent of the ground-based area being detrimentally
compacted.” That is the highest percent of ground-based detrimentally compacted soil of
any harvesting type. For instance, a harvester forwarded impacts only 3-6 percent of the
area, and hand falling using a cal skidder only had 5-8% detrimental impacts.

If feller-bunchers are allowed at all, their use should be restricted during the driest time of | cgi7s
the year (generally between July 15 and September 30) and limited to slopes 35% or less,
never on 3% slopes, which is what the BLM will Pacific Comnector to do.

The BLM has not allowed any feller-bunchers in recent sales, such as in the Camas
Blooms decision. The reason given in that particular sale is that “Field review shows past
feller buncher operations on these soil types have vielded unaceeptable levels of soil
compaction.”® This finding is particularly relevant for the Pacific Connector Pipeline.
because the Camas Blooms sale is within *2 mile of where Pacific Connector wants to use
feller-bunchers that is otherwise not allowed by the BLM.

Tt is unelear if the BLM has reviewed these plans and approved them. If so, why is the
BLM allowing a foreign corporation to have more environmentally damaging logging
practices than local timber operators who bid on, for instance the Camas Blooms timber
sale. (It was sold January 27, 2015). The DEIS failed to explain this.

“The 230-mile, 1007 wide pipeline route will cause a total of 2,088 acres of forests to be
clearcut. A total of 34,746 mbt (thousand board feet) will be harvested (about 7.000 log
truck loads). OF the total clearcuts, 17,379 mhf comes from public forests (7,411 FS and
9,968 BLM) from 707 clearcut acres, 14,215 mbf is mature and old growth forests with
an average DBH of 39" on 248 acres to be clearcut. Most of that is on federal lands (137

T EA 2013 9 BLM. Page 73,
“ Camas_Blooms Decision. 11-20- 2014. Roseburg BLM. Page 2.
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acres on FS, 75 acres on BLM, and 36 acres private land). ” These figures come from
2007 data. The trees have grown in the last 8 years, so these are underestimates.

This will be a significant amount of public and private timber to be cut in a short time, in
one linear area. The DEIS failed to consider the economic impact on the market value of
logs. The DEIS also failed to consider that the 307 width of permanently deforestation
will have a negative economic impact.

Roads: Some of the roads being called “existing™ do not exist as an engineered road. For

instance, the road mapped from South Myrtle road, accessing the pipeline route near MP

86, is actually a user-created OIIV recreational trail. The DEIS is mistaken calling this an
existing road.

2. Northwest Forest Plan, Forest Plan Revisions and Mitigations

The BLM 1nd Forest Service Forest Plan Rev monq prnpo‘.ed in the DEIS violate the
ards d 4 “onservation
and mitigations are so
in the short 90-day comment
period running concurrently with the Jordan Cove Export Terminal, the South Dunes
Power Plant, the 230-mile Pacific Connector Pipeline and three public holidays.

As FERC said at the public meeting in Canyonville, this is really 3 EIS"s in one. This
admission should have at least prompted FERC to extend the commenting time. Without
additional public review time. the BLM and Forest Service Forest Plan revisions and
mitigations should have been in a stand-alone EIS. Including evervthing in ome NEPA
document with a short public review time violates NEPA's requirement to insure that
high-quality, accurate scientific analvsis is available for public s«:ruiin_v.'o

R\\Nnne to the Forest Plans of three BLM distriets and three National Forests include
cl hrough endangered species habitat. There are 173 occupied murrelet stands
within a qu.:m..r ||1|I.. of the proposed action that would be affected. 926 acres of murrelet
habitat would be clearcut, including about 58 acres of suitable habitat removed from 25
stands. The pipeline route would also eross through 90 northern spotted owl (NSO) home
ranges and cight nest patches. It would impact 57 activity sites occurring in federally
designated Critical Habitat Units (CHUs). Project construction would remove a total of
about 563 acres of Nesting Roosting and Foraging (NRF) habitat for NSO, including
high-quality NRF habitat. (DEIS 4-638 and 1031). The pipeline also plows right through
three Known Owl Activity Centers (KOAC) nest sites. The pipeline also crosses
hundreds of streams impacting Coho S8alman. and effects many endangered plant species.

NEPA requires a reasonable range of alternatives, which was lacking in the DEIS. For
mstance, an alternative is considered for going around KOAC P2294 on page 3-42 of the

Pldfl of Development, PCGP January 2013, Appendix U, Faght of Way Clearing. Table 2, page 23.
" 40 CFR 1500.1
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CO17-6

CO17-7

CO17-8

CO17-9

CO17-10

These issues are addressed in section 4.5.1., 4.5.2.1, and 4.5.2.3.
Approximately 546 acres of forest would be removed from the
timber base. This is a very small percentage of timber lands in the
19 watersheds crossed by the Project. For cumulative effects of
timber harvest, see table 4.14.3.1.

Comment noted. See section 4.10.2.1, it estimates that extensive
roadway reconstruction outside the existing roadbed would be
needed for 65 of the existing roads.

The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed violations of the
underlying management plans. The proposed LMP amendments
for the PCGP project are addressed in the DEIS within sections
213, 2.1.4, and 4.1.3. The compensatory mitigation plans
proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have been designed to
ensure the objectives of the LMPs could continue to be met if the
project were approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and
Appendix F). A single EIS is consistent with NEPA regulations to
include connected actions in the analysis and with the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 which directs Federal Agencies to prepare a
single environmental analysis in reviewing energy proposals with
the FERC. The 90 day public comment period for the DEIS was
twice the required 45 day comment period in the NEPA regulations
(40 CFR 1506.10(d)).

The BLM and Forest Service have proposed site specific
amendments to their LMPs that would make provision for the
PCGP project. Revisions of LMPs for the PCGP project have not
been proposed by the BLM or the Forest Service. The impacts the
construction of the pipeline would have on the environment
including the impacts noted in the comment are discussed in
various sections of the DEIS (e.g. see sections 4.1, through 4.7).

Chapter 3 analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives. NEPA
doesn't require all possible alternatives be analyzed.
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DEIS. Incredibly, the analysis doesn’t mention the KOAC is impacted by the Preferred
Alternative while the 2007 altemative avoids it.

Mitigations proposed for violation of the Northwest Forest Plan and Forest Plan
Revisions were also inadequate. For instance, thinning in the old growth forests of
KOAC P2294 is proposed as mitigation'" for clearcutting through the KOAC. Another
example is the heli-ponds being put on private land yet used for mitigation of impacts on
BLM land. And at least one heli-pond (at MP 28.3) is in the exact same place as a
hvdrostatic water discharge site, enabling Pacific Connector to dispose of toxic water and
call it mitigation for taking marbled murrelets.

‘The Northwest Forest Plan (NWEP) (C-17) states that pipelines through LSRs should be
plamed to have the least poss ipacts on LSRs, “New aceess proposals may
require mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects on Late-Successional Reserves, l
these cases, altemnate routes that avoid late-successional habitat should be considered.”
‘The DEIS failed to document consideration of alternate routes around all LSRs, such as
the unmapped LSR at MP 86 (KOAC P2294) described above.

The NWEFP (C-17) only allows new developments in LSRs, like the Pacific C
Pipeline, when thev “address public needs or provide significant public benefits”™. Profits
for a corporation in a foreign country, and their stakeholders, does not meet the “public
benefit”™ test the Forest Service and BLM will be making. While we do not vet have the
BLM and Forest Service” essment of public benefit, the NWFP requires they do their
own public-benefit analysis for these LSRS and not rely on a non-specitic analysis, such
as the December 2013 DOFE analysis.

lor

3. Climate Impacts

The DEIS says (4-1-41) the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) “is the
leading international, multi-governmental scientific body for the assessment of climate
change” and seems to respect their science. In spite of this, the DEIS failed to include
IPCC's latest science’. For instance, the IPCC says that most of world's electricity must
be produced from low-carbon sources by 2030, If not, the world faces “severe, pervasive
and irreversible” damage'". The report says that reducing emissions is crucial if’ global
warm s to be limited to 2C, a target acknowledged as the threshold of d1r|:-,g|ou‘.
climate ch: ange. Renewable energy sources will have to grow to 80% by 2050"

2050 will be about 30 vears after the Jordan Cove project is built, far short of it’s
expected working age. The DEIS failed to consider if th mulative impacts of Jordan
Cove contribute toward only 20% of world-wide GHG emissions in the vears

' Appendix F Figure 8-2, "Mitigation Actions on the BLM Roseburg District” shows MP 88, the KOAC site,
has a fuels reduction project. Figure 2.2.27 in -1ppendnf H also shows “Fuel Trealment” at MP 86. Figure 4
inthe April 2014 CMP shows mitigation site #79 “Fuel_Treatment_Buffer2” at MP 85 and inside the KOAC

* NWFP C-19.

. IPCC Fifth Assessment Synthesis Report. Climate Change 2014 Synthesis Report. November 1, 2014
IPLL Report. SPM-7.

*IPCC Report. SPM-18.
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The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed to violate the
NWFP or to prepare LMP "Revisions" for the PCGP project. The
proposed BLM and Forest Service compensatory mitigation plans
for the PCGP project are discussed in section 2.1.4 and Appendix
F of the DEIS including the rationale for the proposed actions. The
mitigation plans are considered as a whole and are aimed at
maintaining the objectives of the LMPs that would be affected by
the PCGP Project. The BLM is currently proposing to place
heliponds on private timber company lands with the cooperation of
the timber companies for the purpose of improving fire protection
on public and private lands. This is in mutual interest since the
ponds would benefit all land owners in the area. Additional
discussion has been added in the FEIS. There is no proposal to fill
the ponds with discharge water from hydrostatic testing.

The efforts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to LSRs is
discussed in the DEIS in section 3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 4.1.3.6 and
Appendix H of the DEIS. Due to the density of the LSR network
in SW Oregon avoiding all LSRs would require locating the
pipeline route entirely on private land or on Highways.
Consideration of these routes is also discussed in the DEIS in
section 3.4.1 and in Resource Report 10 attached to PCGP 2013
application to FERC. Less than 2 acres at the southern edge of
KOAC P2294 would be cleared for the PCGP project (see Figure
4.1-20 of the DEIS).

As stated in section 3.4.3.1 of the DEIS. "The Commission will
consider the need and public benefit of this Project when making
its decision on whether or not to authorize it, as documented in the
Project Order. The cooperating agencies will consider public
benefit within the context of each agency's respective authorities.
Each cooperating agency will document its decision in the
applicable permit, approval, concurrence, or determination.”

The Jordan Cove facility would contribute to the worlds'
greenhouse emissions as disclosed in section 4.12.1.4. See table
4.12.1.4-1 for the total Project CO2 equivalents. What percent of
the world-wide GHG emissions this would be 35 years from now
is unknown. See section 4.14.3.12 for a discussion of climate
change.
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ilative effects with other fossil
ailed to consider the “severe,

approaching 2050. If Jordan Cove’s contribution, in
fucl use, exceeds the 20% limit of fossil fucls, the DEIS
pervasive and imeversible” damage 1o our ccosystems.

The DEIS quantified (4-895) greenhouse gasses (GHG) that could be emitted by Jordan
Cove Terminal site when the project is implemented: 2,100,755 COue a vear. What the
DELS failed to consider is that after Oregon’s only coal plant, Boardman. closes the
Jordan Cove facility will be the highest polluter of GHGs in Oregon. This fails to meet
Oregon’s carbon reduction goals.

The DEIS reports that these emissions, combined with the quantity of natural gas
associated with the estimated 90 LNG vessels per vear, would be an astounding 15
million muvr of CO2e. The DEIS ¢ lered this to be just 6 10 12 percent
domestic natural gas and up 1o 48 percent less than coal. However, this doesn’t count
additional GIIGs from metl leaks from e: transportation, and processing.
Unburned methane is $6 times more potent than coal. If the DEIS had considered this
correetly, the emissions would be much higher.

The DEIS says (4-1043) . ..it is impossible to quantify the impacts that the emissions of
GHG from construction and operation of the Project would have on climate change.” It's
nol impossible, An esti is entirely possible, The FERC is required o consider
climate change from fossil fuels in the DEIS, especially since increased extraction of
fossil fuels is Veresen's stated purposes of this Project (more about this in section 12
below). In the JCEP Resource Report 1, Veresen is clear about how much increased
natural gas extraction will occur if this project is approved. Add that to the known
amount of fugitive methane caused by that extraction, and FERC could have made a good
cumulative impact analysis to global warming and climate change.

The DEIS also failed to consider the impacts of climate change on the facility. For
instance. rising sea walers means higher tides, especially during storms.

4. Marine mammals and Mud Shrimp

The DEIS failed to fully consider the gray whale migration route just off of Coos Bay.
Ships striking whales will increase because of the additional 180 vessel trips per vear.

There is a harbor seal haul-out site near the Terminal location. The DEIS failed 1o fully
cOonsi mpacts to these, and other marine mammals and bay wildlife.

Dredging the bay will degrade the habitat of the native Mud Shrimp. The DEIS failed to
address this species. The shrimp are especially sensitive 1o disturbance. They are also
dealing with the cumulative impacts of an introduced parasite infestation, a parasitic
1sopod called Orthione glj.l‘li:nis.m. It the dredging and the pipeline installation in the bayv
cause the shrimp to decline even Turther, it can trigger lower water quality in the bay

* hitp. wne kilbs-aft .| »_falBc2db-47eD-5ck8-83d3-
Gbad07ec3bdf html
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See the response to IND1-2 concerning leaks. The continued
operation of Boardman coal fired generating plant or the end of its
operation are beyond the scope of this analysis.

Your comment on quantifying the Project's effect on climate
change is noted. See the response to IND1-3 in regard to fracking.

The facility is being designed to withstand a tsunami, this should
be sufficient to withstand a higher tide.

See section 4.7.2.1, including the migration route and the risks to
whales from tankers crossing that route.

Ballast water, dredging, and effects on marine species are all
discussed in section 4.6.2.1 of the DEIS. Note that the waterway
has been dredged for decade and until recent years, ships have
visited the bay for decades. See section 4.6.2.1 for a comparison to
the expected project effects to the current annual dredging effects.
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CO17-20  The risk of this occurring is extremely low due to the many

since the shrimp are filter feeders. Scientists have determined that “In Oregon estuaries, regulations in place. NEPA does not require that highly unlikely
mud shrimp filter as much as 80 percent of the bay water per day™ . They are also an - .
important food source for birds. fish, and other animals. The DEIS failed 1o consider the occurrences or events be ConSIdered in EISs.

impacts to the bay ecosystems if the Jordan Cove Project reduces Mud Shrimp ooi‘i:"% . R .

populations even further. The invasive parasite arrived in the ballast water, probably on cone CO17-21 BOth ISsues are addressed in section 4.13.
container ships sailing from Japan'®. The DEIS also failed to consider increased ballast
water discharge impacts like this from increased vessel traffic.

“The DEIS failed to take into consideration the impacts of invasive species from the
discharge of ballast water off the Oregon coast. While regulations require disposal further
off-shore, accidents and violations occur. For instance, the Tokyo-based Marine Ace
Company illegally discharged ballast water into state waters on May 19."" The DEQ fined | 691720
them 15,600, but the mvasive species remain, threatening to do millions of dollars of
damage to Oregon. The DEIS should have considered the reasonable forseeable impacts
from violations or human error on ballast water discharge.

5. Airport

The Southwest Oregon Regional Airport is located just across the bay, and within one
mile of the LNG Terminal. One of the runways points directly at the LNG holding tanks, COoM7-21
The DEIS failed to consider the impacts to the LNG Terminal and to the regional airport
from a terrorist attack or an airplane accident,

Jon Wellinghotl, FERC chairman in 2009, was concermed about this when Jordan Cove
was being proposed as an import terminal. His comments are below™
Tagres with concerns rassed in the FETS regarding the safety of sitmg the Jordan Cove Project less
than one mile from the Southwest Cregon Regronal Awrport, which could result in the accidental
or mtenticnal crash of an aireraft into the LNG termmnal

First, Deparunent of Trunspertation regulations state that an LNG sterage tank must not be located
within # horizontal dstance of one mile (1.6 km) Dom e ends, or Y4 mile (0.4 ki) from the
nearest point of, a rumway, whichever is r. The FEIS states that the Jordan Cove Project is
0.9 miles from the Scuthwest Oregon Reg Airport, which appears not to meet the Department
of Transportation standards.

Second, there were a total of 39,016 awcraft operations (defined as a takeoff or landing ) at the
Southwest Oregon Reglonal Aarport in 2000, but this number 15 expected to merease 1o nearly
50,000 by 2010, The FEIS .., did not address in any meaningful manner the potential effects of
Ty 540,000 airerafl operations on the Jordan Cove Projeet within a vear. On November 1, 2008,
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued a limited I review for the prof 1
Jordan Cove Project, which considered two alternative locations for the proposed LNG storage
tanks. While the FAA stated that no cumulative impacts of the Jordan Cove Project on the airport
were identified, it found that both alternative LN G storage tank locations qualify as obstructions
under FAA Part 77 standards.

- " http: f.faeptswssmngmn edw‘nwstrssues'lndeu pnn‘?ussuel[):umter 20068storyID=T82
nn idepts. D=winter_2006&story|D=782
warw oregon, govidegldocs 0731 143a; = Penalty. pdf
“ FERC Order Granting Auumuamn under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Ad and ssuing certificates. 12-
17-089. hitp:/hwww ferc vt 120091217 08C-1._pdf
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ed that the FAA's conclusion is an indication that further studies should be

nine any adverse effects on operations in navigable airspace. In response to this
5 3 recommends that, prior to construction of the LNG terminal. Jor

file with the Secretary doc af nuing e i with the FAA,

any additional ae 1 studies i d under Part 77, together with copies of any official

determination of findings made by the FAA with regards to the proposed LNG terminal

Cove should
the resulis of

Based on the lack of discussion of the safety mpacts on the Jordan Cove Project of locating it se
close to an existing airport, I believe that the record lacks the information necessary to fairly
evaluate whether the Jordan Cove Project is in the public interest.

The same problems identified by Jon WellinghofT in 2009 plague the LNG Export
terminal in 2015,

“The FERC should also be concerned about the amount of airplane traffic that could be
held up. and find the project is not in the public interest do to this economic impact. DEIS
4-841 says there were 20,761 take-ofT or landings at the airport in 2010.%" An LNG vessel
could be passing the airport runway up to 4 times a week (4-842). delaving aircraft up to
10 minutes per passing. This is 40 minutes a week that aircraft could be delaved. The

C18 failed o consider the economic or polluting impacts of airplanes i for up 1o 40
minutes, longer if the DEIS miscaleulated the number of vessels or their time passing the
airport. The DEIS states it will be up to the airport to adjust the plane traffic to reduce
this idle time, but doesn’t state how much advance waming will be given.

The DEIS states several times that “Potential impacts to this airport are addressed in
section 4. 107, We could not find that discussion at that location in the DEIS. Section 4.1
15 hundreds of pages long, without any significant airpont discussion. Section 4.1.1.3
mentions the airport expansion. but not potential impacts. Other arcas in section 4.1
mention the eelgrass mitigation at the airport. but nothing about impacts to the airport.
‘The FEIS should be more specific on where the missing information is.

The LNG storage tanks would only be 1.1 miles from the end of the runway. with the
LNG Tankers even closer. The DEIS ¢laims this is in : with DOT regulations,
but the DEIS did not consider the impacts if human error or bad weather, or terrorists

cause a collision of an aircraft with either a LNG Tanker or LNG Storage Tank.

The DEIS does document (4-842) that the LNG storage tank locations would exceed the
“Visual Flight Rules™ of the airport by 66 feet, and so the LNG storage tanks qualify as
obstructions under Part 77 standards. This “is an indication that further studies should be
conducted to determine any adverse effects™ That review was not included in the DEIS,
available for public comments.

Runway 4-22. the primary runway, will be expanded by 400 feet i
Table 4.14.2.3-1). The DEIS failed 1o consider that after this exp
the Visual Flight Rules by hundreds of feet. not just 66 feet.

it conld violate

“ We question why S-year-old data was used. The DEIS should have consider impacts to with 2014 data.

Jordan Cove DELS comments from Cascadia Wildlands 8
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Delays of a few minutes per flight (40 minutes per week) is well
within the range of delays that the airport currently deals with,
delays commonly result from weather or staffing problems.

Section 4.10 is the Transportation section, it is not the same as
section 4.1, Lands. See section 4.10.1.4.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In a letter to the Commission dated
December 22, 2014, commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for
the LNG export Project in Docket No. CP13-483-000, the
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport
District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation
(in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the
FAA and submit the results of studies before Project construction)
and believes that the FAA process will assure that the Airport
continues to operate safely and efficiently.”
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6. Earthquake and tsunami safety

The DEIS failed to consider the full implications of citing an LNG Export terminal, with
two 80 million gallon LNG tanks, in an area that is expecting a subduction zone
earthquake and tsunami. The Oregonian reports™: “The region's top seismic experts say
such a quake could violently shake the entire Pacific Northwest for more than five
minutes, liquefying soil, tossing massive structures off their foundations and sinking
entire sections of Oregon's coastal landmass by several meters. The damage would be
most severe in areas closest to the mupture, such as Coos Bay, where the dangerous
portion of the fault line passes eight miles off the coast.™

Historically such quakes have recurred every 240 yvears, with the last one 314 vears ago.
Seismologist Scientists at OSLU state, “It should be an assumption that this will happen
during the lifetime of the facility... From my perspective, and the probabilities, I would
certainly have reservations about building one of these terminals down there,™”

A cascading set of failures that will occur during a subjection earthquake, like multiple
pipe breaks and multiple power failures, was not considerad in the DEIS. The single-spill
scenarios considered in the DEIS was not adequate. Major disasters usually result from
multiple point failures, rather than one individual failure.

The DEIS only consider impacts within a mile of the facility, and concludes the hazard is
minimal. However, the DEIS used inadequate hazard modeling techriques.* For instance,
the DEIS failed to account for the highly flammable gasses, such as propane and ethylene
that is subject to higher explosions than LNG. Other hazards were identified in comments
that Jerry Havens and James Venart submitted in January. “We believe the hazards
attending the operations at the Jordan Cove export facility could have the potential to

rise, as a result of cascading events, to catastrophic levels that could cause the near total
and possibly total loss of the facility, including any LNG ships berthed there,” their
comment said. “Such an event could present serious hazards to the public well beyond

the facility boundaries.*

Scientists are also concerned that DOT has “switched from using open-source hazard
maodeling software, where the underlying code was freely available for independent
scientific review and verification, to proprietary modals developed by private
companies.” Instead, NEPA requires all references used in the DEIS to be publically
available. “Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and
comment shall not be incorporated by reference.™* Since DOT has open-source hazard
maodeling software, NEPA requires that it be used, not proprietary models.

The DEIS claims that no liquefaction of sand would occur in the event of a subduction
zone earthquake (ES-5). The DEIS offers no peer-reviewed, unbiased studies using data

™ itp:fwerw.oreg com £5f2014/06/c005_bay_Ing_terminal_designed himi
7 htlp hwerw. I Musinessfndex ssl2014/06/co0s_bay_lng_terminal_designed himi
W i Mz findex ssff201501 ;_=ay_public_safety_h himitincart_story_package

2

y gonive i 55120150
40 CFR 1502.21
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The DEIS addresses the effects in section 4.2.1.3 and the safety
issues associated with the design are addressed in the applicable
subsections of section 4.13.

NEPA does not require that all information used in an EIS be
provided to the public. For example, information on cultural sites
and the nest sites of ESA-listed species are not made public but they
are considered in the analysis.

See section 4.2.1.3 for a discussion of the risks associated with
potential liquefaction settlements within the various soil layers
found at the terminal site. Section 4.2.1.4 discusses proposed soil
liqufaction mitigation measures. The section references the Black
and Veatch studies completed in 2014. See also response to
comment PM3-46.
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CO17-28  There is always a possibility, however remote, that someone would
open for public review to confirm this. Since liquefaction is a normal feature of coir-27 d|g down to the p|pe and blow it up; however, there are far easier

carthquakes, the DEIS conclusion is frankly is hard to believe. continued ..
targets for people wishing to cause harm.
Pipeline safety: The BLM has stated that oence the pipeline is visible on Google Earth, . ' . .
“individuals or groups secking to expleit vulnerabilities in the nation’s energy CO17-29  The New Carissa's grounding was the result of gross incompetence
infrastructure” could render the pipeline “subject to attack,™ This danger was not H i
e s DETS. rather than V\{eather: Thousands of Shl.pS sail along the west cqast
every year without incident. The captain of the New Carissa failed
7. New Carissa to take basic steps to ensure the ship's safety. These included
FERC failed to consider the impacts of the intense storms that occur regularly in the dropping anchor in water too deep for the anchor to reach the
ogean off of Coos Bay, While the DEIS admits (4-875) that in Coos Bay “winds can . .. . -
exceed hwricane foree, and have been known to cause significant damage to structures bOttom and not pOStIng WatCh. ThIS IS not ConSIdered ||ke|y to
and vegetation™, the DEIS failed to consider the impact of these storms on LNG tankers occur in the case Of LNG tankers

entering or exiting the bay. They could cause an LNG Tanker to have an accident like the

New Carissa accident in 1999, The DEIS incorrectly disputes this. It says (4-351):
“Some commenters raised the possibility that an LNG vessel waiting offshore to
enter Coos Bay, either to avoid another ship coming out of the Port or seeking proper
tidal conditions, could lose anchorage or steerage and run aground on the North Spit,
like the New Carrisa [sic] incident of 1999, A ship grounding would have the
potential to impact aquatic resources, as oil and fuel could leak from a grounded CO17-29
vessel. However, a Coast Guard investigation found that the New Carrisa [sic]
grounding was caused by the captain’s error in not having the ship well anchored.

This is incorrect. The main reason the New Carissa grounded was because of weather
conditions, including winds of 20-25 knots. Because of the typical storms in the area, the
New Carissa had to drop anchor outside of the Bay. There was some human error in
anchoring the ship, but it was the storm that precipitated the accident that grounded the
ship. and it was the storm that cansed the ship to begin to leak fuel. 70,000 gallons of
thick fuel oil and diesel leaked onto the beach. An LNG tanker would also leak fuel, or
worse 1f loaded with LNG.

Human error is a constant that the DEIS should have conceded wilf happen. But in the
case of New Carissa, the storm happened first, as it will with LNG tankers.

The DEIS says: “A pilot would board the LNG vessel to guide it through the Coos Bay
navigation charmel, and the vessel would be accompanied by tugs and security escort
boats to keep it on course.” That was supposed to happen with the New Carissa also, but
a storm intervened, as will also happen eventually with an LNG Tanker.

The State of Oregon’s Report on the New Carissa states: “The vessel master intended to
board a maritime pilot (a Coos Bay pilot) immediately upon arrival. Then, with the pilot's
assistance, the vessel would transit from the open sea to one of Coos Bay's lumber docks.
As the vessel approached the port limits, however, the Coos Bay pilot advised that the
weather conditions at Coos Bay would prevent the NEW CARISSA from entering Coos

“" Latter dated 8-12-13 from the ELM Department of the Inferior to the Rogue Riverkeeper.
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CO17-30  See Jordan Cove's Supplemental Information filed January 15,
Bay until the following morning™** While waiting to enter Coos Bay, “Gale conditions 2015 regarding the performance characteristics of the facility under

were experienced... with strong onshore winds™ ' I it had not been for the storm, the - . .
accident would ot have happened. After the Captain realized the severe weather a range of operating conditions. Text has been clarified.
conditions were moving the ship, “the master attempted to weigh anchor and move

farther offshore. But, his efforts proved futile in the face of the strong environmental

forees acting upon the vessel”, Refloating the New Carissa was attempted, but “Large

winter swells relentlessly assaulted the imperniled vessel ..

‘While human error contributed to the New Carissa accident, it was caused by a winter
storm, LNG Vessels will also encounter these intense winter storms in Coos Bay, and
human error will also occur, The DEIS should have considered the impact of these two
events happening together, as they did in 1999,

8. How much gas is being exported?

Different documents from the Jordan Cove Project list different volumes of gas to be

shipped from the terminal. In spite of the differences, this NEPA decision restricts Jordan cot7-30
Cove to 0.9 Befid of exports. FERC should confirm that Veresen cannot increase gas in

the pipeline, or increase over 90 vessels per vear, without additional NEPA consideration.

The Application for this project, and the Scoping Notice says, “The pipeline would have
a design capacity of 0.9 Bef/d of natural gas.™" This capacity must not be exceeded
without additional NEPA. Farmilies along the pipeline route are having their properties
condemned for exporting 0.9 Befid. Ifit’s more, impacted landowners deserve to know to
enable accurate information for negotiations with Veresen when determining a fair price
fer condermned property.

The Department of Energy (DOE) approved a permit for Jordan Cove to export 2 Befid®,
while Jordan Cove’s application to FERC was only for 0.9 Befld. Veresen has also given
different numbers to media. For instance, a Reuters news story states Canadian
authorties have given Veresen a “license to ship 1.55 billion cubic feet per day™ to the
“Jordan Cove LNG project at Coos Bay, Oregon™ while the pipeline NEPA considers
only 0.9 Bef/d through that pipeline.

The DEIS even gives conflicting statements, saving (1-1) that 1.02 Befld would be

delivered to Jordan Cove Terminal, The pipeline is being designed to transport “up to™ | coti-30
Beffd (ES-1). The DEIS failed to explain how the pipeline could transport “up to™ [ Beffd, i
vet deliver 1.02 Befid to Jordan Cove, yet have a design capacity of only 0.9 Bef/d

! New Carissa Review C Report and R tothe of the State of Oregon.
April 2000. htip-/Awww.deq.state.or P g paf
“id, Page 8.

" FERC Federal Register Motice 8/13/2012

”' Applications Received by DOE/FE to Export Domastically Produced LNG from the Lower-48 States (as of
January 22, 2014). Foolnele G: “Jordan Cove Energy Projecl, L P, requesied authority to export the
equivalent of 1.2 Befid of natural gas fo FTA countries and 0.8 Befid 1o non-FTA counlries”.

hilp e nergy qovistesiprod e s/201 40247 /Summany%20af%20L NG %20Exp o %204 pplications paf

hHp ihvwew reuters comsaicle/2014/02/20veres en-Ing-approvals-idUSL2NOLP2SC 20140220
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Resource Report 1 for the pipeline, page 3, purpose and need, states “The primary need
for Pacific Connector is to supply approximately 1.02 Bef/d of firm transportation service
to the Jordan Cove Terminal. This is significantly higher than the 0.9 Befid the DEIS 15
considering. In fact, RR1 states that up to 1.06 Bef/d could be sent through the pipes.

The DEIS should have been consistent and considered 0.9 Bef/d, as stated in their scoping
notice, not .3 more, almost 1/3rd more that will be exported from Jordan Cove, which
means 1/3" more air pollution, more ships, more pressure in the pipeline, more risk, ete.

Making matters more confusing is Jordan C‘(Jve s plan to deliver 0.04 Bef/d to the Grants
Pass lateral at the Clarks Branch Meter Station””. But if that pipeline does not need the
extra gas (it currently meets local needs), Jordan Cove will deliver that gas to the export
Terminal insteacd.

9, Purpose and need

The Purpose and Need described by Veresen for this project differs substantially from the
Purpose and Need described by FERC for this project. Having two Purpose and Nead
statements violates NEPA.™

o173

Veresen describes their purpose and need in their Resource Report 1, Page 2 says “The
proposed Project is a market-driven response to the availability of burgeoning and
abundant natural gas...”.

Veresen explains the “Need™. “The development and continuing improvement ofh} draulic
fracturing technology have led to increasingly efficient shale gas production
Navigant Study found that “LNG exports... should be seen as instrumental 1
increased demand to spur exploration and development of gas shale assets. ..

WVeresen says that demand in Oregeon “is not alone sufficient to justify the investment in a
pipeline like the PCGP...” Markets in Hawaii and Alaska are also not “sufficient to
justify the Project™ 7. Veresen needs the Asian markets because, they say, “If demand is
growing, additional zones and/or shale wells can be drilled and fractured to meet that
demand...” and “slow development of new markets for n.atl.lral gas is the only things
currently rev.mctmg aven more gas resource development " Veresen’s clearly stated
purpose and need is to increase development of fracking.

On the other hand, FERC's stated purpose and need is described on page 1-13, 1s simply
to get gas to the Jordan Cove terminal. While the Veresen statement about “market need”
is repeated, FERC makes clear the purpose and need is really about Veresen's profits.

" DEIS 1-1.
" 40 CFR 150213
% JCEP LNG Terminal Praject Rezource Repord 1 - General Project Deseription.
" " JCEP Resource Repert 1. page 2.4,
" JCDP Resource Report 1. Page 4.
“ JCEP Resource Report 1. Appandix B.1 page 14 and 20.

Jordan Cove DEIS comments from Cascadia Wildlands 1z
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The text has been revised for clarification.
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They say: “Jordan Cove would like to be the first LNG export terminal to be approved,
constructed, and operated on the West Coast. .., as if winning this race met a public need.

Incredibly, in direct contradiction to Veresen's statements that markets in Cregon,
Hawaii and Alaska do not justify this project, FERC's #2 purpose of this project is to
supply additional gas to southern Oregon. The DEIS never justified a need for additional
gas in southern Oregon. Instead, the DEIS says (1-13) “there was nearly | Befid of
unused capacity™ at Malin Oregon.

The #1 purpose and need described by FERC is “to provide natural gas to the Jordan
Cove LNG terminal™, which is obviously to export gas to Asia for Veresen's profits. The
DEIS went out of its way to avoid using the word “profit” in the purpose and need
section, when that is clearly what it is all about, profits from increasing fracking. FERC
goes so far as to say fracking will not be considered because it is “not environmental™.
Not including the clear Purpose and Need, as stated by Veresen, is a violation of NEPA.”

10. Other NEPA Issues

Other areas where the DEIS failed to make information clear to the public, in time for
public response, includes the following:

Documents EIS referred to are not available to the public: 16 times the DEIS asks the
applicant to file documents before the end of the comment period. Most of these have not
been filed in time for public review before noon February 13, The FERC should re-open
the public comment time when all information is publically available.

Besides the 16 documents not yet filed, we can’t comment on a finished mitigation plan,
on the biological assessment, or on FERC’s opinion of the public benefit, as all of these
documents, and more have not vet been released. This is a vielation of NEPA, which
requires all references used in the DEIS to be publically available."

Gas between pipelines were not disclosed: The DEIS failed to disclese the
full impact of the 12 Coos Bay Pipeline {Northwest Natural) on the stated public benefit
of this project. The 127 Northwest Natural connects to the Grants Pass Lateral along
interstate 5, bringing natural gas to Coos Bay. A branch ends at the North Spit at the
Jordan Cove Terminal location. The DEIS confirms (2-19) that gas from this 127 pipeline
will be used at the Terminal site for the project. It says (3-6) that the Northwest Natural
can deliver 0.036 Bef/d to the North Spit Terminal site, taking it from the Grants Pass
Lateral pipeline along interstate 5.

The DEIS then makes a big deal about how PCGP will put gas back into the Grants Pass
Lateral at the Clarks Branch Meter Station”', claiming up to 0.04 Befid will provide a

I 40 CFR 1500.1: "NEPA procedures must insure that i tal infe tian is ilable to public aficials
ﬂr\d citizens before decigions are made and before actions are laken. The information must be of high quality.”
" 40 CFR1502.21

DEIS 1-13. 4-822

Jordan Cove DEIS comments from Cascadia Wildlands 13
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CO17-34
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CO17-32

CO17-33

CO17-34

CO17-35

The CEQ regulations at Part 1502.13 only require that an EIS
should “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need” for a
Project; which we have done in section 1.3 of the DEIS. The
Commissioners will have a broader discussion of purpose and need
in their Project Order. See response to IND1-6.

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural
gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be
analyzed in our environmental document. See response to IND1-
3.

NEPA does not require that every plan and study being prepared
discussed in the DEIS be presented in that DEIS. For example, the
DEIS notes that a BA is being prepared. NEPA does not require
that the DEIS not be submitted to the public until the BA is
completed.

The DEIS does not make any claim about public benefit or lack
thereof. The EIS analyses environmental impacts from the Project.
The Commission will determine whether the Project would have a
public benefit in its Public Order.
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CO17 Continued, page 14 of 16

CO17-36  Much of the pipeline route crosses private land. Most private
public benefit to Oregon. But if Jordan Cove takes out 0.036 Befid from the Grants Pass landowners have not granted permiSSiOI’] for surveys. Therefo re,
Lateral, and then puts it back in at Clarks Branch, the net gas for Oregon is 0.004 Befid, - - - -
1ot 0,04 Bofid as the DEIS claims. the exact locations will not be known until the applicant has access
The DEIS failed to make the NET amount of gas for Oregon clear in the DEIS, in to the entire rOUte' SUrVeyS are C_Ompleted’ and flnal _deSIgn 1S
violation of NEPA. The miniscule amount of net gas delivered to Oregon could be as Completed and approved by the various regulatory agenCIes.
little 0.004 Bf/d. This cannot be used to claim a public benefit to justify condemning . ; ; ; ;
hundreds of family farms and properties along the right-of-way. The pipeline would be tested in approximately 75 sections, each
Hydrostatic Test Header Locations are not defined in the DEIS, even though the DEIS Wlth Varylng Iengths and water VOIUme reqUIrements' The 75 test
refers to the “heﬂader locations™ on page 2-125 and shown on the alignment sheets. For header section breaks are the same thing as the hyd rostatic test
example, sheet 75 shows a header location designated on over a half mile of the pipeline . . L -
route. Apparently, the Test Header Locations are different than the Hydrostatic Discharge 6 water dISCharge sites Wlthln the I‘Ight—Of-Way. Table D-3 of
Sites, which do have {‘]e:‘-tl:['ipTiﬂlF-. The Tch'irmmtic.Tesn Header I,ocatim'l..‘:\ even rhr:ugh Appendix D to the DEIS |iStS pOtential hyd rostatic test water
they are proposed on private lands, are never described or analyzed, leaving landowners R . o K N N
wonder what is in store for them. discharge sites within the right-of-way. Seven potential hydrostatic
Heliports: The DEIS appendix D, table D-7 tell us at least 4 heliports will be built within dISCha‘rge site locations outside of the rlght_Of_Way are shown on
Temperary Extra Work Areas. However, the DEIS fails to describe the heliports, what the pipe]ine route and work area maps pro\/ided in Appendix Cto
they are used for or how big they are. Assuming they will be used as helicopter landings, 757 . . -
the I)I?]S.ﬁailedtn c.nm!del ewimnmtenml impacts from Ilelic.npler mis;e‘. air pollution, the DEIS. It is not clear what al |gnment sheets the commenter is
Ejiﬂsljeﬁ,.ﬂﬂitlb compacted soils, and all the other environmental impacts of a referring tO; there iS no Sheet 75 in Appendix C. Section 4.4

evaluates hydrostatic testing. Pacific Connector filed a Hydrostatic
Pipeline “subject to attack™ not considered in DEIS: We asked FERC and the BLM - - - -
for shapefiles, “geospatial data™ of the project, so we could see the entire project on one Test Plan Wlth FERC in ‘]anuary 2013 as Appendlx M to thelr Plan
map at whatever resolution was needed at the time. We were denied because ... the data of Development available through eLibrary.
wolld be accessible to individuals or grups seeking to exploit vulnerabilities in the o !
mation’s energy infrastructure, and Pacific Comnector would suffer substantial o CO17-37  Table D-7 identifies rock source and permanent disposal sites. A
commercial and competitive harm if its facilities were subject to attack. . . . . .

discussion of temporary helicopter construction noise has been
If knowing the location of the pipeline, that evervone will see on Google Earth maps after H
it is built, makes it subject to attack, the DEIS should have considered this safety problem. added to Section 4.12.2.4.
Several times the DEIS itself refers to what the right-of-way will look like as viewed CO17-38 Safety risks are accessed in section 4.13. This information is
from Google Earth®® yet without shapefiles, the public can not verify this information. propriety FERC does not require the app"cant to release propriety
Additionally, the DEIS refers to shapefiles 22 times, the same shapfiles the public has . ! -
been denied the opportunity to review. This viclates NEPA, which states that “No |nf0rmat|0n to the publIC.
material may be incorperated by reference unless it is reasonably a ble for inspection -39 . .
by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment, Material based on C0O17-39 The DEIS does not state that the Shape flleS are "InCOI’pOI’a'[ed by
proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be "ot oo H
incorporated by reference.”™ Therefore, we should be allowed to review the referenced _ref(?rence ’ it Slmply dlscusses hOW they Wel:e_ Used and What they
shapefiles or Google Earth files. indicate. "Incorporate by reference" is a specific term under NEPA.
- These shape files are propriety data, 40 CFR Part 1502.19
* Lefler dated 8-12-13 from (he BLM Department of the Inferior 1o the Rogue Riverkeeper. . g .- . . .
¢! POF page 4858. Scenary Resourco ARalysis for Rogue River NF. Pages 3 through 8. specifically prohibits propriety data from being incorporated by

40 CFR1502.21. P

rererence.
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Impacts of Heat and Electrical Charge along pipeline not disclosed: The DEIS failed
to consider the environmental impacts from the heat generated by the pipeline. This could
impact underground wildlife, as well as impact crops where the pipeling goes through
agricultural areas. “Heat from pipelines has been shown to heat surrounding soil ™.

The DEIS failed to consider impacts of the electrical charge along the 230-miles of the
pipeline. The DEIS states (4-22) that “Pacific Commector would protect its pipeline from
corrosion over time through a cathodic protection (CP) system. The CP system would
consist of a number of sites where below ground rectifier/anode beds would be installed
that input a low voltage electrical charge into the pipeline.” The DEIS failed to consider
the environmental impact of a having a 230-mile long electrical charge through the
ground, and near the surface, For instance, this could prove to be a barrier for insects,
snails, or other wildlife needing to cross the right-of-way, especially wildlife that travels
below the ground surface, The electrical barrier could result in isclating populations of
wildlife.

The DEIS requires (4-22) “Prior to the end of the comment period on the draft EIS,
Pacific Connector should file with the secretary a description and location of any new
electrical service needs on federal lands, including electrical service required for the
cathodic protection system.” The effective end of the comment period, where the public
wotld have the opportunity to study and comment on this plan, has passed. The FERC
should re-open public comments until this requirement is fulfilled.

Communication towers: Pacific Connector plans to construct three new communication
towers (DEIS 4-525). This will increase bird-kill and interrupt bird migration. The DEIS
failed to fully consider these impacts. These towers will be especially impactful since
they will be built in the Pacific Flyway. a major bird migration route. There could be
some mitigattions detailed in the “Migratory Bird Conservation Plan”, but the public is
not being allowed to review that document in time for public comments (DEIS 4-526).

E ic imp of i The FEIC failed to consider that the economic viability
of this project is dependent on good relations with Asia for decades to come. If those
relations were to change, and if there were economic sanctions required, against China
for instance, the Jordan Cove project would suffer, Projects like Jordan Cove will
pressure governments to not apply sanctions when they could be needed for national
interests. The DEIS failed to consider the very real possibility of future economic
sanctions and how that would impact the economic viability of the Jordan Cove Project.

Rural Safety Standards: The DEIS should have considered the impacts of lower safety
standards for pipelines in rural areas. Most of the pipeline is a “Class 17, putting rural
Oregonians in greater danger than people in urban areas. Even if it is the 1.8, Department
of Transportation {DOT) that sets these standards, it is FERCs duty under NEPA to
consider the impacts. The DEIS says (4-986): “If the Commission becomes aware of an

** Environment Concerns In Right-of-Way Management. Goodrich-Mahoney et al. 8-2011.

CO17-40

cO1741

COAT42

CO17-43

CO17-44

hitipsyibooks google com/books?id=9j0ovyy6e LA CLdg=crop+yields+over+gas+pipalinesisource=gbs_naviinks_s
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CO17-40

CO17-41

CO17-42
CO17-43

CO17-44

The DEIS does discuss how the pipeline and wildfire would
interact. See page 4-991 of the DEIS.

There are over 300,000 miles of high-pressure gas pipelines in the
country. We are not aware of any issues associated with below
ground rectifier/anode beds that input a low voltage electrical
charge into the pipeline.

Information has been added to the FEIS.

The DEIS analyzed the environmental effects of the proposed
project. It does not consider the need for the project or how the
economic viability of the project might be affected by economic
trends or political decisions in Asia. The Commission will
considered the FEIS and other analyses in making its decision.

The DOT is responsible for safety standards for pipelines, not
FERC.
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existing or potential safety problem, there is a provision in the MOU to promptly alert the

DOT.” The FERC failed (so far) to do this, especially in landslide prone areas like the co174
Tyee Core Area. Impacts of thinner pipes in landslide prone areas, and increased distance continued
to block valves in remote, rural areas, should have been considered in the DEIS.

Rural emergency services in Class 1 areas will receive no extra annual funding to address
increased safety issues, even though Veresen will be saving millions of dollars by using
the lower safety standards.

Commenting: West coast population treated differently

Because FERC is on the East coast, people in the western United States have a
disadvantage in commenting on these projects, A letter from the JCEP project area could
take over a week to reach FERC offices in Washington DC, whereas comments from a
project on the East Coast could reach FERC offices ovemight.

CO1745

To be fair, FERC should consider the postmark date a letter was sent, not the arrival date.
Likewise, comments from people submitting elecronic comments on February 13, before
5 p.m.west coast time should be considered. We should not suffer reduced commenting
times because of the different time zones.

11. Supporting Decumentation

These comments are uploaded along with the following documents referenced above and
not uploadad to FERC elsewhere:

* BLM USFS FOLA response;

* Invasive Parasite in Mud Shrimp;

*IPCC 11-1-14 Report; Jordan Cove Quake,

* Tsunami Hazards Remain;

* Mew Carissa Review Committee Report and Recommendations to the Governer;

* Summary of LNG Export Applications.

This concludes comments from Cascadia Wildlands. Choose the no-action alternative
until the problems identified above have been resolved. This project provides no benefits) o742
to Oregonians so it should not be granted a Certificate allowing eminent domain.

Francis Eatherington
Cascadia Wildlands
P.O. Box 10455
Eugene Cregon, 97440

541-643-1309  francisi@cascwild.org

Jordan Cove DEIS comments from Cascadia Wildlands 16
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CO17-45

CO17-46

Comments on the Project can be filed electronically, thereby
eliminating the lag created by traditional mail services.

This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not
direct comments on the DEIS or Project. These attachments have
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199.
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1 Cco18-1 Comment noted.

P.0.Box-1692, Roseburg, Oregon-974709
Phone:{541)-643-0619

OWLTBlvecomt C018-2 FERC does not respond to individual comments in the EIS, it does
consider them in the analysis. The DEIS includes mitigation for the
February 12, 2015 loss of habitat on federal lands and the FWS will require mitigation
for losses on private lands. This does not mean effects on
individual private parcels would be mitigated by providing

Kimberly Bose,

Please consider these comments from Oregon Women's Land Trust on the Draft Environmental

Impact Study for the Pacific Connector Pipeline and Jordan Cove Liquefaction tenminal, Docket Compensatlon to that |and0Wﬂer. Compensatlon to |nd|V|dUaI
Numbers CP13-492 and CP13-483. We are a non-profit 501(c)3) organization dedicated to landowners is based on negotiations between the applicant and the
providing access to land and land skills for women while protecting and restonng the natural . .

environment of the land in our care for the sake of its ecological values. We have hundreds of IandOWner, or the court if an ag reement can't be reached.

members and supporters spread across Oregon, the US and the world. We are an impacted
landowner on the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline’s (PCGP) proposed route beginning near MP
85.7. According to PCGP, 7.8 acres of our property would be impacted, including clearcutting
in our oldest forests. These forests provide nesting, roosting and foraging (NRF) habitat for the
Known Owl Activity Center (KOAC F2294) near MP 86. We have cared for and kept the land
free of chemical, mechanical and other disturbances for over 37 years.

1. Alternatives through OWLT

The DELS (3-42) considers two altematives across our property, the 2007 Route and the
Proposed Route, Cur seoping comments stated:
“Both routes are objectionable to us for reasons stated below. However, the northern route
through our largest trees and the adjacent BLM land with the Known Owl Activity Center
(KOAC) is particularly objectionable ™ o181

The DELS failed to consider our comments. The Companison of Alternatives, Table 3.4.2.7-1
fails to even mention that the KOAC is impacted by the preferred altemative. Without this
information, an informed decision cannot be made about which alternative to choose at MP 85-
86 and the fate of KOAC P2204,

Our seoping conunents said:
“The DEIS must consider mitigations for us and for the spotted owl if the proposal is to
clearcut the NRF habitat we protect on our property.”
FERC did not acknowledge those comments in the DEIS. In the summer of 2013, PCGP made
an offer to OWLT with what they claimed to be a fair real -estate market value, However, they coiss
failed to include any mitigation for destroying NRF habitat on our property. Since our non-
profit status and our missi its us 1o | ion of our trees, we lose far more than the
real estate market value of our property. The BLM is being offered mitigation for loss of
wildlife habitat in the KOAC, The loss of the same type of habitat protected on our land should
also be mitigated

! OWLT scoping comments to FERC dated 10-12-2012.

Cvegon Women s Land Trust comments on the LING DEIS 1
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Since both alternatives are objectionable, FERC should have developed a third alternative south
of the 2007 Route that avoids OWLT property completely. allowing us to continue fulfilling our
mission as a 301(c)3) land conserving organization. Such an alternative would fully protect
KOAC P2294, and would also fully protect the important forests and the wetland that the 2007
Route impacts.

The Proposed Alternative requires road access from South Myrtle Road. The DEIS claims there
is an “existing” road through our neighbor’s property that will be used to access the proposed
right-of-way on our property at MP 85.5. Our scoping comments informed FERC there is no
existing road at this location. Instead. there is an illegal ATV trail that goes through the Silver
Butte land and onto our land. No road has ever been engineered in the location that FERC
claims there is an existing road. FERC failed to acknowledge our scoping comments. This
error must be corrected if a Final Envirc tal Impact Stat t is issued.

The label on this road must be changed from Existing to New. Since large, destructive road-
building equipment will be needed 1o install an engineered road, surveys for rare plants, such
as Kincaid's lupine, are needed. By mislabeling this as an existing road, PCGP is able to avoid
all the important plant and wildlife surveys, FERC should not allow this mistake to go forward,

2. Impact on The Mission and Members of OWLT

The OWLT mission statement states: “Oregon Women's Land Trust is committed to
ceologically sound preservation of land. and provides access to land and land wisdom for
women”, Our Articles of Incorporation commit us to “preserve land and protect it from
speculation and over-development, and to foster the recognition of land as a sacred heritage.”

The Draft Envi tal Impact Stat (DEIS) failed 1o include an analysis of our ability 1o
continue with cur mandate to preserve the land.

Our scoping comments were not addressed in the DEIS:
We are a 501(c)3 nonprofit corporation. This land was purchased in order to serve our
stated purposes in perpetuity. It is for this mission that the land has been protected over
more than three decades. As members of the board it is our responsibility to uphold the
purpose of the Trust. We are devastated to be faced with the possible terrible
o juences of this pipeline on all we have worked towards.

The pipeline right-of-way directly conflicts with this purpose, as it will cause the ccosyslems we
protect to be significantly harmed. Our land would be used to facilitate profiteering from fossil
fuels which exacerbate detrimental climate change, and which increase methane contamination
of the stmosphere, along with all the associated environmental and social problems of fracking,
Such actions are in direct confliet with the stated purpose of Oregon Women’s Land Trust.

Our scoping comments stated:
We are committed “fo promote, explore, develop and maintain the spiritieal, physical and
crdinral well-being of women by providing women access 1o land and enconraging selj-
sufficiency and meems to attain if”. In doing this, we assure privacy to those who spend time
on the land. and attend our activities and fimetions. OWLT provides a place of safety and

Cregan Women's Land Trust contents on the LNG DEIS 2

CO18

Continued, page 2 of 6

Co18-3

co1g-4

COe-5

CO18-3
CO18-4

CO18-5

Comment noted.

Pacific Connector no longer plans to use this unknown road
because it is not functional without a bridge crossing of South
Myrtle Creek. The road has been removed from Project maps and
tables.

Section 3.4.2.7 of the DEIS assesses two alternatives across the
Oregon Women's Land Trust property, and acknowledges your
scoping comments that both routes are objectionable. The proposed
route avoids a guest house on the property and avoids crossing any
waterbodies, seeking to minimize impacts on the Trust property.
Your concern regarding the Trust's mission to protect the land in
perpetuity has been added to the FEIS discussion of alternatives.
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sanctuary; a place of quiet refuge, a retreat, which ofters hands-on experience with land
skills and forest wisdom in a natural woodland setting.

Many of our events and trainings are conducted ouwtdoors. We require the same privacy in
our woods and meadows as we require indoors, In a private rural setting, having people
wander through vour land is like having people wander through vour living room, or peer
into your windows.

With Pacific Connector staff freely operating up and down the pipeline route for monitoring,
inspection and brush clearing, we will lose the personal privacy and sense of security upon
which we base our programs, if we lose our right to determine who comes onto our land and
when.

FERC failed to address these comments in the DEIS.

An additional invasion of our peace and privacy will occur when Pacific Connector flies over
the pipeline route regularly. able to observe at will, and without limit, our private retreats,
programs and meetings. This is a major impact on the human enviromment that FERC should
have addressed in the DEIS,

We do not permit use of herbicides or pesticides on our land, which Pacific Connector will use
on the right-of-way. Disturbed land on the right-of-way will grow back with thick brush,
including lammable noxious weeds, The DEIS failed o discuss how this brush and the fire
hazard will be controlled without pesticides or frequent work-crews disrupting our lives. The
long-term impacts of these dangers were not evaluated in the DEIS.

We use only organic farming methods in our garden. orchard and meadows. The DEIS failed to
be clear about how construction of the pipeline. including use of heavy equipment. would
impact or contaminate our air, soil, and water supply. The preferred alternative puts the pipeline

on at the top of the watershed feeding our water supply.

‘The DEIS failed to address our concern that a pipeline right-of-way will encourage illegal use
by ATV riders. who already trespass on surrounding lands. With that trespass comes danger
from criminals and poachers.

‘The DEIS failed to address our concemn about how we and other landowners can be assured that
workers on the pipeline will be screened for any history of violence, including restraining orders,
property damage, sexual or domestic violence, thell, ete., so that such individuals do not

threaten our peace or disrupt our activities.

3. Fair ¢

is not p

The DEIS failed to consider whether fair ¢ ible when granting the
power of eminent domain to a multi-national corporation worth billions of dollars.

is even |

In 2013 Pacilic Connector told us they wanted 1o use 7.8 acres of the most sacred place on our
land. They offered us a one-time payment of only $2.292 48, Since they expect to get eminent

Cregan Women's Land Trust contents on the LNG DEIS 3

COMB-E

CO18-T

CO8-8

coteg

CO18-10

CO18

Continued, page 3 of 6

CO18-6

CO18-7

CO18-8

CO18-9

C018-10

As stated in the DEIS, any use of herbicide would be at the
landowners direction.

As stated in Section 4.4 of the EIS, Pacific Connector’s SPCCP
addresses the preventive and mitigation measures that would be
implemented to avoid or minimize the potential effects of
hazardous material spills during construction.

Unauthorized use of the right-of-way is addresses in section
4.8.1.2. Section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS discusses the concerns that
unauthorized OHV use could adversely affect resources. Locations
of particular concern are listed on page 4-850. The Recreation
Management Plan describes measures to control unauthorized use.
Sediment arising from unauthorized use that occurs despite these
control measures is unlikely to have a significant effect on fish and
would be more than offset by mitigation to reduce sediment from
roads (see table 2.5.2.1).

It would be the applicant's and the construction contractor's
responsibility to hire, set standards, and supervise construction
workers.

The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. Negotiations regarding
compensation between the landowner and applicant are outside the
jurisdiction of FERC. Disagreements between the value of the
compensation under eminent domain would settled by the courts if
agreement could not be made.
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domain, they don’t have to make us a truly fair offer to use our property for their profits of cote-10 CO18-11 See the response to IND1-7.
billions of dollars through the life of this project. Geninued

C018-12 Comment noted.

We would have to live with an ugly scar that destroys protected forest habitat and suffer
invasion of privacy for pipeline inspections and maintenance, forever, in addition to other
impacts described above — with only a single one-time small payment, equivalent to only about
2 weeks of the average US salary. Because of the power of eminent domain, 1t 1s unlikely we
would be able to negotiate for anything close to what might be considered a fair price.

At a public meeting Pacific Connector claimed that the initial payment they paid could be
invested, and the interest earned would be “like royalties™. Since the landowners do not have the
billions of dollars the corporation has at hand, there is no fair playing field for negotiation.

Tree harvest: Even if we were to view our trees as a commodity, in violation of our forest
protective purposes, we would be expected to oversee a
contractor logging our land, clearcutting a 100 to 150-foot
cormidor. We would be forced to sell at whatever the
current timber commodity prices are at that ttme. The 50°
wide permanent easement in the center of the clearcut
corridor could never be reforested and revert back to
wildlife habitat.

We also have no way to be compensated for the loss of the
astounding and magical ancient madrone trees that would
bekilled. Some of these trees are over 4’across, are many
centuries old, and provide habitat for wildlife that depends
on late-successional habitat. Because they have no
“commercial” value, we would not be economically
compensated, nor would the displaced wildlife be
compensated for their destruction. These trees are priceless
to us and to the forest commumty of which they are a part.

The DEIS failed to conzsider these impacts to the human environment from granting approval of
this profoundly impactful pipeline, mcluding the power of eminent domain for private profit,
through our land and the properties of our neighbors.

4. Pipeline Safety in Class 1 Areas

The DEIS failed to consider the impacts of different safety standards required for the pipeline in
rural areas,including our land. We, and many of owr neighbors, are in a “Class 17 location
because there are 10 or fewer buildings on a one-mile length of pipeline. Compared to those in
urban areas, we would have fewer welds, thinner pipes, and a host of other reduced safety
measures. FERC failed to consider the impact of the reduced safety standards on rural
landowners.

coten

The DEIS failed to consider an alternative that provides us, and our neighbors, with protections ‘ o182
equal to Class 4 areas. In the economic analysis, the DEIS failed to disclose how much money

Cregon Women's Land Trust comments on the LNG DEIS 4
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Pacific Connector is saving with the weaker regulations. The DEIS should have weighed those
money savings against the cost of an accident. The DEIS also failed to consider whether it is
appropriale to design a project that affeets public safety in such a way as to save the Pacific
Connector money at the expense of our safety.

FERC failed to consider an alternative that would finance rural emergency response services for
when the pipeline leaks methane. or blows up. For example, the Days Creek Fire Department
will have over 19 miles of the pipeline route under their jurisdiction, yet their budget is being
cut, not enhanced by the County. Currently their budget is only $21.000 a year. Even though
Pacific Connector Pipeline is payving the County a small amount of taxes. it’s not enough to
make up for the annual budget reductions. After the pipeline is installed, the Days Creek Fire
Department will have even less money to deal with emergency services — in spite of the fact that
PCGP will save millions of dollars using reduced safety standards in rural areas like Days Creek.

5. Maps of impacts to our property are inadequate

Several times we have asked Pacific Connector for maps of the route through our property and
the adjoining BLM public land in the form of shapefiles. Pacific Connector denied our reguest.
Local groups also made the request of BLM and they were also refused. The BLM claimed this
is because “the data would be accessible 1o individuals or groups seeking to exploit
vulnerabilities in the nation’s energy infrastructure, and Pacitic Connector would suffer
substantial commereial and competitive harm if its facilities were subject to attack,™

‘The pipeline route will be visible on Google Earth it it is built. If BLM thinks the pipeline on
and near our land could be “subject to attack™, then this danger should have been considered in
the DEIS. especially considering the reduced safety standards applied to our rural arca. Before
this project is found 1o be in the public interest. we should be provided with all the maps we
request that use current mapping standards, such as shapefiles. The Days Creek Fire Department
should also be provided shapetiles of the pipeline through the 19 miles in their district.

6. Other Human & Economic Impacts

The FERC claims that related impacts. such as global warming and gas extraction methods like
fracking, are “out of the scope™ of this project (DEIS 1-20). Therefore, FERC will not consider
these impacts in the DEIS. We disagree. Fracking and increased global warming through the use
of fossil fuels is inextricably linked to the pipeline proposed through our land. FERC should
have considered these connected actions.

Significant amounts of methane drilled by fracking escape into the atmosphere. The process of
tracking, liquefying, shipping, and other methane leaks along the way, makes fracked LNG
contribute significantly to ¢limate change, especia nee methane s 86 imes more potent as a
greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide” when it escapes unbumed into the atmosphere.

Letter dated 8-12-13 from the BLM Department of the Interior to the Rogue Riverkeeper
it o nature Ieak: Sy ol-natural-gas-1,12123
hitp:/hwwee apa html "BE times more potent” is based on a 20-year period

Oregon Wonen 's Land Trust coments on the LNG DEIS 3

CO18-13

CO18-14

CO18-15

CO18-18

CO18

Continued, page 5 of 6

CO18-13

CO18-14
CO18-15

CO18-16

This information is propriety, FERC does not require the applicant
to release propriety information to the public. The statement quotes
the BLM's opinion, not FERC’s.

Comment noted.

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural
gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be
analyzed in our environmental document. See response to IND1-
3.

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural
gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be
analyzed in our environmental document. See response to IND1-
3.
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The Oregon DEQ is permitting the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal to emit 2,166,000 tons of CO»e C018-17 See the response to I N Dl

per vear. After Boardman Coal closes in 2020, the LNG terminal will become Oregon’s highest | cora.17
ereenhouse gas contributor. That doesn’t even count the emissions caused by fracking, shipping
and burning the natural gas

As a nonprofit organization dedicated to preserving the natural environment, Oregon Women's

Land Trust cannot allow these destructive environmental impacts to happen through the use of
our property.

This conecludes our DEIS comments. Please consider our comments when making a final
decision.

Sincerely,

Jenny Council

Director, Oregon Women’s Land Trust

owltiglive.com

OWLT

P.O. Box 1692
Roseburg, OR 97470

Oregon Women's Land Trust comments on the LNG DEIS 6
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. - C019-1 Greenhouse gases are not criteria pollutants. Therefore it is

BAY CLINIC, LLP -

consistent to identify 2.2 million tons per year of GHG and 1178
tons per year of criteria pollutants. Although emissions from
marine vessels were not included in the totals for the facility,
emissions were calculated and impacts were assessed, as identified
in Section 4.12.1.1.

C019-2 Project generated GHG emissions were discussed in section

; 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See also the response to IND1-1.
Feb. 9, 3015

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, S ¥
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A
Washington DC 20426

Re: OEP/DG2E/Gas
Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P.
. Docket No. CP13-483-000

Honorable Members of the C

-,
=

£7
g ™

These comments pertain to the DEIS for Jordan Cove, Section 4.]2.AirQ‘Gelity.

I am an Allergist practicing in Coos Bay. I have serious concerns about the effect the proposed
LNG export terminal and the adjacent power generating plant will have on local air quality. I do not
believe the DEIS adequately addresses this subject. Proposed total airborne emissions from both
fiacilities are estimated to be 2,166,750.6 tons per year. Of this total 833.6 tons are criteria pollutants of
oxides of nitrogen, carbon ide, volatile organi pounds (VOC), sulfur dioxide, and fine
particulates in the 2.5 to 10 micron range. The remaining 2,165,917 will be greenhouse gases from the | cots1
combustion of natural gas at the power plant. These figures were obtained from the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality, Table 2-1, March 2013, Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. But
the DEIS on p. 4-884 lists the criteria pollutants as a total of 1177.52 tons per year. The two do not
match. Which figure is correct? Is the estimated 2,165,917 tons per year greenhouse gases correct?
Nor do these figures include emissions for the tankers and escort vessels, also expected to be a very
significant factor.

The Coos Bay/North Bend area has extremely clean air. I have not seen any data in the DEIS
realistically assessing the effect of pollutant discharges into the air on the health of the residents of the
two cities and proximate area of the county. The Jordan Cove site is from one mile (Airport Heights) to
three miles (downtown Coos Bay) and four miles (Eastside) directly upwind of the population center of | 5.
the Bay Area much of the year. Prevailing winds will require many more miles to dissipate air
pollution of this itude. Human inhalation is inevitable. The greenhouse gases represent the
largest component. While it is easy to think of the combustion of methane as simply producing carbon
dioxide (CO2) and water (H20), natural gas is not that pure. Significant contaminants exist which

cont,d.
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Continued, page 2 of 2

Morgan Jordan Cove 2/9/15 p.2 CO19-3

qualify as Criteria Pollutants. It is well-established in the medical literature that greenhouse gases area | ©919-2
- E heullhl ! continued

‘That there will be effects on health is a given. Tbepetsumv\ﬁ‘homwwbeﬂnmostaﬁ'md
mnluldrmbew.neofﬂleuhlghﬂ' i y rate and i st Then the elderly.
With middle age and & 1 our bodies b ly less resilient. legupacl(yandwdm
resmedmaspmoﬁhemmmlmms. Petsmmﬂlhmdlmmﬂnhmnicluns
disease will be affected the earliest. And then those with allergies, especially when affecting the nose
and sinuses and asthma. Air pollution is a documented cause of asthma, especially in children.
Permissible exposure limits are usually established for young men in good health over relatively brief
periods of exposure time and do not address individuals in the susceptible categories, let alone the
effects on the general population over a long period of time.

The statements in the DEIS that emissions will meet ali applicable criteria are not at all
reassuring . Table 4.12.1.1-1, p. 4-876, compares the Bay Area with Portland, Eugene, and “Lane
County.” This is not a good comparison for evaluating how residents of the Bay Area will be affected
hymgaﬁwchangsmmqualﬂy Immlymmmmwmﬂwmdmlaﬂy

Portland without becoming ill from levels of ambient air pollution. The fact that these cities meet
NAAQ Standards, at least most of the time, does not help thesc persons because of their sensitivities
and allergies. There are many who have moved to this area to escape urban air pollution. If our air
quality is degraded, they will have to move, or they will experience increased illness. Retirement isa
major industry for the Bay Area. Many retirees have come from major urban areas and have purposely
chosen this area because of the clean air. If we lose this, many will move again. And as word gets out,
many more will not move here in the first place. This would result in a significant negative impact on
the local economy. University studies have shown that one retirement family has the economic impact | ©015-4
on a community of 3.2 to 3.4 blue collar jobs (Prof, Mark Fagan, Jacksonville State University). The
domino effect from losing good air quality would easily offset any gains in permanent employment at
the LNG terminal and power plant.

Furth NAAQS regul state that “NAAQS shall not be considered in any manner to
allow a significant deterioration of existing air quality in any portion of any state...” I submit that an
LNG export terminal and power plant will most certainly result in significant deterioration of our air
quality and that human illness, either as new illness or aggravation of existing illness, will occur.

I also share concerns expressed by many other individuals about accident safety. While LNG
accidents have been rare, they do occur. At the time the offshore LNG import terminal between
Oxnard and Malibu, California, which would have been smaller than Jordan Cove, was proposed a
worst case scenario blast zone radius of seven miles was discussed. Ihave seen no discussion of the
Mmmofmmmulmm There is nothing listed in the table of
contents of the DEIS pertaining to accid fi and i While I have read a great
deu]ofﬂ:eDEIS,Ihavenmemmmcdeverypage wlmdnmmanynmnmoftMSm If I have
missed ial addressing safety and potential of accidents in a ningful way, I CHRE
would iate having the pointed out. ]fltlsnotconmmadmﬂ:eDFIS,nmnsenous
omission. Bay Area Hospital and 100% of the private medical offices are within three miles from
Jordan Cove. If a seven mile radius is credible, Coos Bay and North Bend would be obliterated, along
with the major medical facilities of Coos County.

Respectfully submitted,
%}f’m’l«@

o@eph‘]“ Morgan, M.D.

CO19-4
C0O19-5

CO18-3

C0O19-6

CO195

Table 4.12.1.1-1 identifies Portland, Eugene, and Lane County as
the nearest ambient monitoring sites; it is not making a comparison
with monitors in the Bay Area. The ambient air monitoring
standards shown are based on data taken at monitor sites that are
not located near localized sources of air pollution and do not
necessarily reflect exposures, which can be substantially higher.
Note that FERC does not set air quality standards. The applicant
would be required to meet standards that have been set.

Comment noted.

The air permitting process that this facility went through
specifically addressed the issue of Prevention of Significant
Deterioration of air quality; see "Operational Impacts" identified at
the end of Section 4.12.1.1. FERC does not set air quality
standards. The applicant would be required to meet standards that
have been set.

LNG safety is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.
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BEFORE THE OR’GINAL

FERC

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION FOR ) SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON
APPROVAL OF THE EIS FOR THE Jordan Cove ) PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS;j|5 o 12223
Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline project ) 5 ]

CiP13-4993 .-

ISSUE: Evaluation of the public benefits of the line (Balancing the public benefits vs cost of negative
impacts.) and mise. addendum comments

REVIEW STANDARD: FERC DEIS review regulations

HEARING OFFICER: Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N Room 1A
Washington, D.C., 20426

PRESENTER: Paul Fouch, PE President of Save Our Rural Oregon
8017 Hwy 66
Klamath Falls, Or 97601
pmfouch@gmail.com 541-884-4324

AUTHORITY:
FERC call for public comment on Docket No. CP13-483-000 DEIS Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific

Connector Pipeline project due on or before Feb. 13

SION DATE:
Revision number:_]_
Date: __2-9-2015

CA’
Provide addendum comments requiring the evaluation of the public benefits of the line (Balancing the public
benefits vs cost of negative impacts.} and misc. addend including a note on the Volcanic Risk of
Mountain Lakes Wilderness Area
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mmmo il N Mm - — by FERC C020-1 The FERC Order, if granted, would have a condition stating that all
moratorium should be placed on the project until the pplicant’s EIS is more to federal, state, and local laws and regulations are meet.
meet all required laws to minimize the myriad of deficiencies in sut ial evid SORO contends that . . .
the FERC must require that the applicant not only meet applicable federal EIS laws but also approprite state | €920 C020-2 The EIS does not address public need. The Commission will make
laws. MWMWMMMMMMWweMmm that determination
are not excessive and that all the criteria for state laws are met. (one of SOR0’s members has made a request to .

Govemnor Kitzhaber to require that appropriate state laws be evaluated in the EIS)

C020-3 The buried pipeline would not block access to any recreation areas.
The analysis does not indicate that fisherman or hunters would be

N _ T . affected except during construction, as is noted in the DEIS.
el Ml et T e e i S o S mmrrs sl et ek Farmers would be compensated for any loss by the applicant.
standards. In particular ORS469.503(1) which provides overall review criteria and requires the weighing of
overall public benefits and damage to the resources as outlined in OAR345-022-0030 and ORS 469.501.
(See Att 1.0) The applicant has the burden to show that the overall public benefits outweigh the damage to
the resources, and the burden increases proportionately with the degree of damage to the resources.

C020-2

It is noted that the DEIS in document- Docket No. CP13-483-000 DEIS Jordan Cove Liquefaction and
Pacific Connector Pipeline project. outlines the primary economic benefits of the pipeline as :
—Temporary construction jobs to build the line
—mmmmumwmmmnmmdmpﬂnmﬂw

~The prop tax to the ugh which the line travels

H , they fail to mention that the great prepondk of the monetary benefits are only temporary.

They also fiil to mention or evaluate the costs of the negative impacts of the project. SORO contends that
the following negative impacts of the project and resulting costs must be evaluated :

©020:3
~-The lost i from the i ‘umofflmd' ugh which the line passes especially from fishermen
and hunters who will dimi i numb of‘ﬁﬂ:mdwlldhfedmwdmsemwhndamd
streams and resulting poisoning of fish and wildlife in thesc areas. Also note that the pipeline will block
access 1o the uses of these resources in many areas through which the line passes.

~The lost revenue for the farming industry by taking farmland out of production for the line
—The loss of manufacturing jobs in the US because of the resultant higher price of natural gas
--The increased cost of fertilizer to fi b of the resultant higher price of natural gas

~The higher cost of natural heating gas to consumers because of the resultant higher price of natural gas
--Many other costs to the public

Motel: The article in Att 2.0 states that the price of natural gas will increase a minimum of 50% if most of it
is shipped overseas.
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C020-4 The applicant would not be allowed to begin construction until it
The DEIS does not provide the criteria applicable to a determination whether the state can issue a removal/fill permit| gets all required permits. It would be up to the State to determine
T s o e T el Towd o rovooving e Sing the sy v thsough whtch i plpeline irvaln if a fill permit is needed and any requirements that must be met
prior to obtaining the permit.
o the publi C020-5 The DOT establishes safety requirements for pipelines. See section
Thoms mummmmﬁ&mm@wlwb Bl etk bealt wed 3500y 4.13.9.3 for a discussion of safety risks associated with pipelines.
m"’m”m“mm] md","m“h kv, et gy 3, OB At While there is alwayse some risk associated with any development,
protection policies. ORS 469.310 provides a person is more than 20,000 times as likely to be killed in a motor
[il the interests of the public health and the welfarc of the people of this state, it is the declared vehicle accident than a pipeline accident and more than 1,500 times
B Y anatn ik Pk comtiel Imfhm“mmﬁ“‘“ coms as likely to be killed in a house fire.
mﬁm&m;mm ey and i, water, soll wast,land use and ofber C020-6 Section 4.2.2.2 discussed discusses volcanic hazards. The USGS
The designshoukd have fil safe © R Web site listing hazordous volcanos does not include Aspen Bultte.
http://volcanoes.usgs.gov/observatories/cvo/.
C020-7 Earthquake risks are discussed in section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS and
designs for earthquake ground motions are discussed in section
It is noted from pipeline maps in the DEIS that the pipeline runs close to several volcanic areas which have a 4.2.1.4 of the EIS
highmﬁalto?gainbe?umzwﬁm mRU‘szqﬂym%e?mMamniun;\;mg]&m come L1, .
mmﬁmmem% Itismlhutlhpipeli:eumwi{ﬁnlwzm C020-8 The PrOjeCt must meet all laws, inClUding ESA. NMFS and FWS
of the Mountain Lakes Wildemcss Area. will evaluate the project effects and identify additional mitigation
Note: SORO contens that we can't afford to take the risk of earthquake for projects like this LNG—why take as appropriate. By law, their Biological Oponion is due within
ik Akt ooy i et “Thie KiMowe gy ek estemien eyl s lancmite p— approximately 6.5 months of the publication of the FEIS.
~The ESA—The applicant should be required to meet all the requirements of the ESA all along the line and at
the port of Coos Bay. A full implementation of the law should be required of them. Far example the map in
m-nmmmmﬂmmwmm .
Here Is another link on Spotted Owl: hitp./fwww.fws govigregor ecies/data amspottedowl CO-8
MWFmsmmmMenmmthaMwm.m 11|Isi|k shows they are found in Kiamath
Also, we have the endangered suckers in the Klamath River
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--m—mwphuutshmldhmqumdmmmdlthemqmmoftheb{BTA:omm:mm:
gative i on migratory birds especially in Klzmath County. C020-9 The Project must meet all laws, including MBTA. The FWS will
evaluate the project effects and identify additional mitigation as
appropriate.
A more comprebensive noise evalustion is needed to meet the requiremeats of state noise control regulations C020-10  Acoustic predictions for the above ground facilities, including the
m0ﬂ3mm5_wmﬂ=mhfwmmﬂ°fﬂ:dm P ; mmq‘?m;mw compressor station and metering stations, in section 4.12.2.4. The
and hydrostati discharge sitions. Onc of my SORO members sid: pumping Project must meet state laws, if additional analysis is required as
“The pipeline company may cail it & pumping station in front of your house but it is y actually & part of the state permitting process, the applicant will need to
station. These compressor stations are very noisy and can ba heard for miles. When we Eved up in Deschutes County | provide that analysis.
remember reading several articles in the Bend Bulletin about a compressor station the natural gas company installed in
the La Pine area and local resldents were outraged. nmm;mmmmzmmmﬁmmdnm . . . . .
Thayshoukd o be b el ase. | heve hesrd complasbout them in forested areas which disp C0O20-11  Assessments of the impacts to air and water quality are included in
wenhe P o the EIS (see Section 4.4 and 4.12). The FERC order, if granted,
—More fall evaluation of clean air act and clean water uct laws would require that the project comply with all requirements of the
SORO (hat: ] evat st o cion el act s clens waker ot v e requized all adong e e CWA and CAA. Fl_thhermore, the A_rmy COR_E and E_PA, who
because of possible leakage at weld joints every 20 feet. (see Att 4.0 for issues that should be addressed in the enforce these regulations, are cooperating agencies for this EIS.
lean air act.) . . . .
. C020-12  This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly
Attachments comment on the DEIS. These attachments have been reviewed and
At 1.0 Medford Mail Tribune editor’s article on public need for the line any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis
At 2.0 Dow Chemical and Columbia River Keeper article . . . .
Att3.0 Voleanic risk of Mountain Lakes Wilderess Area . as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this
Att 4.0 Oregonian article for issucs that should be addressed in the clean air act.) Appendix to the FEIS. The entire comment letter, including these
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession
number20150212-0059.

C020-13  This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not
direct comments on the DEIS or Project. These attachments have
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199.
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FOREST
WATCH

Members of Coast Range Forest Watch are submitting this comment on the Jordan Cove
Draft Environmental Im pact Statement to voice our opposition to the Jordan Cove Liquefied
Natural Gas Terminal and associated Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, We are a small non-profit that
monitors nesting habitat forthe threatened marbled murrelet and works to protect mature,
never-before-logged forests in Oregon's coast range. As wildlife surveyors, environmental
activists, and residents of Coos Bay, we have great concern for the project specificamendments
that will allow the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline to displace old growth and threaten marbled
murrelet and spotted owl habitat on federal forest lands. Our comment will also discuss several
fish species impacted by the project.

Impact on Forests

Pipeline Impact On Mature and Old-Growth Forests

According to the DEIS (ES-4, ES-9), the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline (PCGP) will cross
745 miles of federal forest lands, including 42 4 miles of late successional old growth. In other
wards, the majority of public lands that the PCGP will cross contain forest that hasbeen classified
as late successional old growth.

According to a 2006 study published in Conservation Binlogy, “Approximately 28% of the
Pacific Northwest that was historically old-growth conifer remains in old- conifer forest cover
today."* Taking such research into consideration, it is both surprising and unfortunate that the Bkl
PCGP would impact such a large area of old growth on public lands. As an organization that keeps
a careful eye on public lands in Oregon's coast range, Coast Range Forest Watch recognizes that
this project is completely out of step with the general trend of public forest management in our
region. Interms ofthe amount of acreage of mature and old-growth forest that will be removed for
the pipeline, some of it permanently, there is no comparable forestry project on federal lands in
the Coos Bay area.

In fact, under normal circumstances the actions that will be taken by Veresen to build the
PCGP would nat be permissible on federal forest land in Oregon, According to the DEIS (ES-15)
“The BLM and Forest Service would amend their respective LMPs in the appropriate districts and
National Forests to allow for the pipeline.” Amendments for the pipeline will be made by all
federal forest managers on the pipeline route, including Coos, Roseburg Medford, and Lakeview
BLM districts, and Umpqua, Rogue River, and Winema National Forests. The DEIS (4-36)
establishes that BLM Districts and National Forests do have the option to either cancel or modify
projects that are nat in line with their management plans. It is unclear why the fleeting economic
benefits of the PCGP in our region would warrant such unusual and widespread exceptions to
federal forest policy in the Northwest.

COH-2

Issues with Fropesed Mitigation

! Strittholt, James. "Status of Mature and Old-Growth Forests in the Pacific Nothwest. " Conservation Biology 20.2
(2006): 363-74.
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The proposed pipeline would affect marbled murrelets in the following ways:

Pacific Connector identified 173 oceupied and presumed occupied MAMU stands within 0.25
mile of the proposed action, or within 0.5 mile of federally-designated critical habitat that
wiold be affected by the proposed action. Construction of the Project would remove o total of
about %26 acres of MAMU habitat (suitable, recruitment, capable), including about 58 acres
af suitable habitat removed from 25 stands.

Additionally:
79 MAMU stands {20 vccupied and 59 presumed occupied) are within 0.25 mile of

the pipeline that could be constructed during the breeding season. 161 MAMU stands {45
accupied and 115 presumed occupied) are within 0.25 mile of access roads that could be used

20150213-507% FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/13/2015 10:02:48 AM Cc021 Continued, page 20of6
As the DEIS acknowledges in 2.1.4: under NEPA the thinning and fuels reductions projects C0o21-3 There is no conclusion in section 2.1.4 of the DEIS that the
proposed I'.nr mitigation would require a sc_parau: L‘uvirnnn,c_ntal_ |'cvicu.'.Tl|L' DEIS attempts to mltlgatlon actions would be a financial benefit to the BLM or
address prior concerns about the nature of the proposed mitigation projects. Regardless, the only . .. . . .
conclusion that can be drawn from the content of DEIS 2.1.4 is that the mitigation projects will be Forest Service. The proposed mltlgatlon actions would involve
t?l'some _1_|_1anc_ia| Ilmncﬁ.t to the BLI’I~1., Forest Scr_’\fioc and .hirn_'d cor_m'actors.ulu‘o%lgh in-?"idc.nml ) ] significant financial costs that WOUld be borne by the applicant. The
commercial thinning that would oceur for the stated purpose of fuel reduction and fire prevention, | €923 7. R R - i
Without a NEPA review of the proposed mitigation, any claimed benefit or potential harm mltlgatlon actions are evaluated programmatlcally in the DEIS
that would occur in the mitigation project areas remains unknown. Presumably, various federal H H H H H i
forest managers arc allowing project specific amendments for the PCP Pipeline on the premisc mCIUd ! n_g prOJeCt Iocatlons and S1Z€ (See SeC.t I_On ; 214 _and
that mitigation will adequately offset the harm that will occur in old growth forests and other AppendIX F of the DElS) Also the types of mltlga’[lon actions
sensitive habitat on the pipeline route. Without NEPA review about the potential impact of the - R - - H
proposed mitigation projects, FERC cannot reasonably draw conclusions about the overall impact belng proposed i are consistent Wlth recommendatlons In the
of the Pacific Connector Pipeline. watershed analysis and LSR assessments and have been shown to
Marbled Murrelet and Northern Spotted Owl be effective. Further site_specific environmentgl analysis t_hat may
) be necessary for these actions would further refine the details of the
The proposed Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline associated with the Jordan Cove Liguefied - - -
Natural Gas facility is proposed to affect old growth forest that is occupied by marbled murrelets actions and Comply with any needed surveys and/or consultations.
and northern spotted owls. Both species are listed under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA) and Oregon State Endangered Species List. Destruction of habitat occupied by the northern C021-4 The purpose and SCOpe Of the pl’OpOSEd LMP amendments are
spotted :.le or |1|a|'h]_|:tl murrelet is prohibited as “take” under the ﬁ.‘dt‘]_’dl ESA. Addilit_ma]ly, . discussed in SectiOI’l 1.4.2 and the amend ments are described and
destruction of occupied marbled murrelet and known spotted owl nesting core areas is prohibited . .
under BLM and Forest Service management plans under the direction of the Northwest Forest eVaIUated in sections 2.1.3 al’ld 4.1.3 Of the DEIS. The amendments
e stusaint thembass]: Tramceny ke somausedl it e cozrs have been proposed by the BLM and Forest Service and not the
: ) st obs s, Veresen has proposed amending the plans to A A A
climinate the requirement to protect marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl habitat for the appllcant. Without the proposed amendments the PCGP proj ect
PCGP project. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) states: “These plans, as amended, - H - H -
pheiesl e e directions in the NWFP regarding the proposed POGP project would not be consistent with some of the management dlrectlor_1 in
The prt}pt}:!lf(:r Veresen to exzmpt lhemse‘;ve; from f(:ll[i;\\iin;;dlh; feder“.;ll and state LS.T the LMPs. There is no proposal by the BLM’ the Forest SerV|Ce’
Forest Service and ELM management directives and the science behind the Northwest Forest Flan -
in the interest of transporting LNG for export is inappropriate. Veresen then claims that the or FERC to exempt the PCGP proJeCt from federal or state ESAs.
amended plans would still comply with the directives the amendments exempted the project from.
Either the project follows the directives, or needs to have exemptions from them. The Pacific
Connector Pipeline cannot both be exempted from the directives of the Northwest Forest Plan and
follow them at the same time.
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during pipeline construction in the breeding season; blasting for the pipeline trench may C021-5 The DEIS discloses that the ProjeCt is |Ik6|y to adver56|y affect

aveur within 0.25 mile of MAMU stands between April 1 and September 30, marbled murrelet and northern SpOtted OWIS in Section 4.71.2.

The proposed pipeline would affect northern spotted owls in the following ways: Mltlgatlon iS proposed by the Forest SerVice and BLM. The FWS

will likely require additional compensatory mitigation in its

(1) removal of a known nest tree during the entire breeding season (March 1 through

September 30), and (2) human and noise disturbance due to right-of-way clearing and Bio |Og ical Op inion.
construction during the breeding period, inchuding noise due to blasting and helicopter . L. .
support during construction, and smoke from prescribed burnings. Potential indirect effects C0O21-6 Increased predatlon is included as one reason for the prOJeCt'S
include the following: (1) removal or modification of suitable NRF habitat, dispersal habitat, o 7 H H H H
and habitat that would be capable, over the life of Project, to achieve dispersal or NRF habitat I | kely to a‘dve rse Iy affeCt dete_rm ination in section 4.7.1.2.
ch(llrucl‘eri}.\tjici’bul‘ ?}r the Project's im‘;x;cjs n;iﬂ‘u'n ;SJ‘(, Ri;};;mi ﬁ.mws, r;' NSO home Section 4.14.3.7 addresses cumulative effects on marbled murrelet
ranges; (2) habitat fragmentation; and (3) other indirect effects that occur due to - - -
project-related increases in edge habitat and loss of interior forest habitat, including and northern SpOtted OWIS' As Stated in section section 5.1 71 FERC
increased predation, increased competition, and effects on prey utilized by N5Os.” will recommend that the FWS develop a b|0|og ical opin ion
As for the scale of the numbers of spotted owls affected, “the pipeline route would cross indicati ng whether the projECt would Ilkely jeopard ize the
I g el nCE: palciics A ) continued existence of these species or adversely modify their
Given the failure of marbled murrelet populations to recover after being on the federal and . .y .
state ESA for over two decades and the catastrophic population crash of northern spotted owls in deSIgnated critical habitat.

southwestern Oregon, the removal of any nesting habitat at this juncture is biologically
indefensible. Given these dire circumstances, Veresen has proposed laughably inadequate
mitigation measures to make up for the destruction of endangered species habitat,

The DEIS groups “Late Successional” [70-275 year old) and “Old-Growth"” [275+ vear old)
forest stands into one group called “Late Successional Old Growth” (“LSOG"). This grouping of
forest types for the purpose of mitigation is problematic at best. While we can be reasonably sure
that most of the marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl habitat which will be modified or co21-5
destroved by this projectis on the “0G” side of the "LSOG” spectrum, as those species are
old-growth dependent, the quality of mitigation habitat switched from matrix to LSR is not
adequately assurced. Additional proposed mitigation measures such as fuel treatments and stand
density treatments are not replacements for old-growth forest occupied by endangered species.

For example, it amendments allow for the removal of large conifers with branches =4" in
occupied marbled murrelet stands, mitigation would not adequately compensate for the loss of
habitat unless it somehow immediately created potential nest sites with >4 nesting platforms for
the marbled murrelet in the vicinity of the tree that is removed. Volunteers with Coast Range
Forest Watch have visited several of the occupied murrelet sites in the Coos Bay BLM district, and
habitat of this quality will be displaced by the pipeline easement.

The final EIS should include analysis on how the population reduction of northern spotted
owls and marbled murrelets as a result of the proposed project would contribute further to
already extant population declines. In order to accurately assess the environmental damage
associated with the proposed pipeline, the final EIS should include an analysis of cumulative
impacts of continued removal of LSOG and endangered species habitat in Southwestern Oregon.
The final EIS should also include analysis on how the increased predation vectors created by
punching a clear cut through occupied marbled murrelet habitats would degrade the quality of
remaining habitat,

co21-8

Impact on Fish and Other Aquatic Species
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Coastal Coho Salmon C021-7 Section 4.6.2.3 discusses effects on water temperature, it also

The proposed project will affect two of the four federally protected Evolutionary Significant includes the requirement that the applicant describe how each

Units (ESUs) of Coastal Coho Salmon; the Oregon Coast ESU and the Southern Oregon and

Northern California Coasts ESU. These populations are protected under the federal Endangered CI’OSSing W0u|d meet the ODFW flSh passage Standal’dS.
Species Act. .
The DEIS fails to adequately consider the impacts of a rise in water temperature on the C0O21-8 Comment nOted, see the response to the preVIOUS comment.

health of salmon. The DEIS states in Section 4.14.3.7 that “removal of riparian shade by pipeline
clearing would raise most stream temperatures less than a degree at the crossings”, and that
“thosc impacts would be temporary and localized, and would not cause significant
population-level effects on listed salmon species..”

A salmon's body temperature and metabolism are determined by the ambicent temperature | cozi?
of the water they swim in. At every stage of life, salmon depend on the water temperature around
them to survive. In a 1986 review of many literature sources, 